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This dissertation focuses on the development and evaluation of
an innovative program for the teaching of elementary methods courses.
Investigation of current research by the author revealed that only
limited information was available discussing how methods courses may
be administered and scheduled to achieve maximum effectiveness in the
increasingly complex and innovative teacher education programs now
being set up at many colleges and universities. This is a report on
one successful program that offers elementary methods courses in a
modular format that is sufficiently flexible to be applicable to
teacher education programs at most colleges and universities.
A set of fourteen conditions, forming a philosophical basis for
this dissertation, underlies the administrative aspects of this methods
program. These conditions were felt to be extremely important if the
methods courses themselves were to generate genuine interest and be
relevant for the students who enrolled in them. The conditions were
developed with the aid of past experiences by the author and criticism
from students who had taken previous methods courses. The design and
operation of the methods program reflect a concern for these conditions.
vn
An evaluation of the effectiveness of these conditions after students
had been exposed to them for three semesters is described at the con-
clusion of the dissertation.
For those who wish to replicate part or all of an approach such
as this, a detailed description is given of the process of setting up
this program and its subsequent revisions.
1 he process used to revise this methods program was strongly
influenced by feedback from students taking courses within the program.
This feedback was obtained from students through five different evalua-
tion techniques: evaluation questionnaires, informal (verbal) evalua-
tion, written evaluation remarks, teacher characteristic profiles, and
follow-up questionnaires returned by students who had completed their
classroom teaching experiences.
The evaluation results were examined outright and, when possible,
tabulated by computer. There was no attempt made to obtain statistically
significant results. However, the evaluation data do indicate several
trends in the attitudes of present college students toward methods
courses as well as administrator, teacher, and student characteristics
that make elementary methods courses meaningful for these students.
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CHAPTER I
PHILOSOPHY
,
HISTORY, AND CONDITIONS
OF THE METHODS POTPOURRI
Introduction
Course revision is not a new problem for those con-
cerned with the improvement of teacher education. Neither is
it an easy task to accomplish when the courses to be revised
are teaching methods courses taken by undergraduates of wide-
ly differing backgrounds, experiences, and ambitions. The
purpose of this dissertation is to describe a two-fold attempt
to present methods courses for elementary education majors in
a relevant and flexible course format called the Methods
Potpourri. One part of the effort to do this has concentrated
on planning, organizing, and administering the Methods Pot
pourri course during the 1971-72 and 72-73 school years at the
University of Massachusetts School of Education. The second
part of this effort has dealt with using formative evaluation
to help gain a better understanding of the effectiveness
of the
Methods Potpourri and how it might be improved. The term,
for-
mative evaluation, is used to mean the ongoing development
and
1
2refinement of all the techniques used to evaluate the Methods
Potpourri and its courses. The operation of the Methods Pot-
pourri and the explanation of the evaluation techniques and
results that are given in this dissertation span four semesters.
They reflect a clarification of the conditions and experiences
that have been connected with the Methods Potpourri from its
inception to the present time.
The Conditions of the Methods Potpourri
The basic objective of the Methods Potpourri has been
to plan and present methods courses for prospective elementary
teachers that can be interesting, satisfying, and enjoyable
when based on a set of conditions that are quite simple but
necessary. These conditions began as somewhat hazy and intui-
tive thoughts in my mind and were refined to their present
state during the first year the Methods Potpourri was offered.
For the most part, they are based on common sense reinforced
by my contact with fellow teachers, students, and my reading
of articles on educational research. These contacts have occur-
red both at the School of Education and in my past experiences
in teaching. These conditions which I feel are important to
the success of a methods program such as the Methods Potpourri,
and upon which the Methods Potpourri is based, are listed
below. Each condition is listed within the role category
3( admin i s
t
ra to
r
,
teacher
,
or student) whsrG the primary respon—
sibility for controlling that condition lies.
Administrator controlled conditions
1. Interaction among students and teachers is more
effective when the student-teacher ratio is low.
2. Student-teacher interaction in courses increases
when students are able to choose the courses they
want to take from a variety of offerings.
3. The course selection process and the structure of
new courses in the Methods Potpourri are improved
by evaluations of previous students.
4. Exposure to many different types of teachers and
teacher competencies illustrating good teaching is
appropriate and valuable for the prospective
teacher
.
5. Student satisfaction with courses improves when
administrators make an effort to know the students
involved in their courses.
6. Instructor morale and the desirability of teaching
a course improves when instructors are relieved of
primary responsibility for the administration and
logistic needs of their courses.
Teacher controlled conditions
7. By performing in a competent way, a teacher pro-
vides a valuable experience for students in the
class who are prospective teachers.
8. Openness and enthusiasm on the part of competent
teachers adds to the impact their classroom roles
have upon the prospective teachers they train.
9. Teachers improve students' satisfaction with courses
when they identify and implement student needs with-
in courses.
410. Revision of a course by a teacher to reflect stu-
evaluation makes the course more satisfying
to the next students who take it.
11. Student satisfaction with courses improves when
teachers make an effort to know the students
involved in their courses.
12. Ambiguity on the part of a teacher has a negative
effect upon students in a course of short duration.
Student controlled conditions
13. When provided with many course options to choose
from, students will choose those courses which fill
their needs and appeal most to them.
14. Each student may judge the worth of a course dif-
ferently, even disagreeing completely with other
students
.
These conditions have formed the basic foundation for
my approach to organizing an alternative way of presenting
methods courses in the new Teacher Preparation Programs Council
(TPPC) design for undergraduate teacher education. This design
provides undergraduates with a choice of pursuing one of many
different teacher training approaches. Within this foundation
I set up the following guidelines for the Methods Potpourri
with the advice of the TPPC committee: The Methods Potpourri
would consist of a large number of short courses worth one
credit each. There would be three sessions of 10 to 15 courses
each semester. Students would register to take up to six of
these courses each semester. They would choose those courses
5that appealed to their needs and interests which their sche-
dule would allow them to take each session. Emphasis would
be on attending classes made up of a small number (25) of stu-
dents and an instructor who was either a faculty member, grad-
uate student, or public school teacher. There would be an
evaluation of the teachers, courses, and administration of the
Methods Potpourri for the purpose of determining how the course
and its format could be improved. This evaluation would be
formative in nature, directly leading to changes in later
semesters of the course as well as serving to accumulate more
information about the teaching of methods courses.
The Chapter Contents: A Summary
This dissertation divides the description of the devel-
opment of the Methods Potpourri into five chapters. This first
chapter will deal with my philosophy of what methods courses
are and what methods courses at a large institution such as the
University of Massachusetts School of Education should and
should not attempt to accomplish. In addition, I will outline
the conditions in greater detail drawing from the experiences
of the 1970-71 methods courses and some current literature on
teaching methods and teacher evaluation. These references
reinforce the conditions I believe to be essential for a good
methods course program.
6Chapter II will describe the development, implementa-
tion, and revision of the Methods Potpourri from the spring
of 1971 to the spring of 1973. The emphasis here will be on
a detailed and straightforward account so that others inter-
ested in this approach to the teaching of methods courses will
be able to use this dissertation as a blueprint or consulting
device to aid them in their own approach.
Chapter III will trace the development of the procedures
used to evaluate and revise the Methods Potpourri and its
courses. Five types of evaluation: informal, written, ques-
tionnaire, teaching analysis, and follow-up will be discussed
as to their roles in securing information about the Methods
Potpourri. Of these, the informal and written evaluations and
their value to the development of the course will be dealt with
in their entirety in this chapter.
Chapter IV will deal with the information obtained from
the evaluation questionnaires and follow-up evaluations. The
data will be presented, and an interpretation of the data will
be given in as far as it is possible.
Chapter V will return to the original conditions and
will discuss whether each condition has been as important
a
factor in the Methods Potpourri as it was originally
envisioned
have been suggested by the Potpourri forto be. Topics that
7further investigation will be listed and the feasibility of
establishing this approach at other teacher training institu-
tions will be discussed. The concluding part of this chapter
will summarize the effect the Methods Potpourri has had on
students, instructors, and other involved groups.
A Philosophy of Methods Courses
For a long time methods courses have been a source of
much negative criticism from many of those involved in educa-
tion. Aside from some who teach these courses there has been
very little praise given to this phase of teacher preparation
programs. Teachers generally remember this part of their pre-
paration as useless, and students often regard methods courses
as a requirement to suffer through which will have little bear-
ing on them as teachers. Part of this feeling can be attri-
buted to uninspired teaching on the part of methods instructors.
Another part can be attributed to the lack of a clear defini-
tion in the minds of the students and teachers on what methods
courses are about and what they should do in the process of
teacher preparation. For this reason I will first attempt to
define what I feel the role of a methods course should be in
the preparation of teachers. Discussion of this might best
begin by considering what a methods course cannot or should
not
attempt to do.
8What methods courses can't do for students . Methods
courses are often accused of having a major flaw. They do not
involve the students who are taking the methods courses with
children on whom the methods being learned can be tried out
and tested. Guszak (1971) points out a commonly heard reaction
to this situation by education students. His students stated
that methods courses are too theoretical, have no contact with
reality, and are bad news due to their lack of association
with live children and real learning situations. On the other
hand, he noted, their reaction to student teaching was just
the opposite. Student teaching, they felt, was the most valu-
able part of their program. Guszak 's solution to this problem
was to switch his methods course to school classrooms and
involve college faculty and students with school taculty and
students
.
How feasible is this solution for most institutions
offering teacher education programs? In a survey done by
Roeder (1971) of required methods and general education courses
in colleges across the country, it was found that less
than one
percent of colleges reporting said they were integrating
methods
courses with on-the-job experience. This indicates that an
integration of methods courses with classroom experience
is
either unfeasible or not desired by the overwhelming
number of
9institutions who are training teachers. From this it seems
reasonable to conclude that something most methods courses
cannot do, then, is to provide a readily accessible laboratory
in which students can try out the methods instructor's wisdom,
theories, and tricks of the trade as soon as the class is over.
Another major objection of students to methods courses
is their lack of practical value. Often this statement is
interpreted as meaning that what is taught in the methods
courses cannot immediately be used in the classroom and is
therefore of little use. It is doubtful that this objection
is fully justified. Unless students in a methods course are
being prepared for a specific school or school system it would
seem very difficult to prepare students for the specific curri-
culums they might encounter at a variety of sites during their
student teaching or first year of teaching. Another thing
that methods courses cannot do to any great degree, then, is
to prepare most students with a working knowledge of most cur-
riculum materials they will use in their next teaching assign-
ment .
A last complaint with methods courses is that of their
failure to prepare students for the non-teaching skills involved
in the everyday life of a school teacher, such as keeping
dis-
cipline in the classroom. Other skills listed in this category
10
include staff relationships, parent conferences, management
skills, motivation, and even the planning of bulletin boards.
While students could and do sometimes receive training in
these areas, it does not seem that methods courses should feel
these skills are a primary reason for their existence. Instead,
methods courses should help in these areas indirectly, i.e.,
by providing skills that can easily be transferred to other
teaching situations.
What methods courses can do for students . If methods
courses cannot expect to place students in contact with chil-
dren, prepare them to use each and every curriculum, and solve
some of the adjustment problems to teaching before they arise,
what should methods courses be concerned with, and how should
the term, methods, be defined? Flanders, in the Encyclopedia
of Educational Research (1969) defines teaching methods as
"patterns of teacher behavior that are recurrent, applicable
to various subject matters, characteristic of more than one
teacher, and relevant to learning. Teaching methods so defined
refer to a human teacher...." (Page 1446.) Flanders also points
out that, "The term 'teaching method' is sometimes used to
refer not to teacher behavior patterns but to curricular mater-
ials of some kind. Such use of the term reflects the indis-
tinctness of the boundary between curriculum and teaching
11
method. Typically these terms refer to what is taught and
how it is taught (page 1447)."
A basic objective of the Methods Potporuri has been
to place primary emphasis upon the patterns of teacher behavior
and secondary concern on the curriculum methods taught in tne
course. In other words, the curriculum methods are a means
through which patterns of teacher behavior are expressed.
This approach is consistent with the above definition of
teaching methods.
Another major objective has been to provide teachers
administratively with a supportive environment that will enable
them to demonstrate effective patterns of behavior. This
objective also seems consistent with the above definition of
methods since in most teaching situations the methods used or
the role played by a teacher in a classroom is controlled by
the classroom environment which, in turn, is controlled by the
administration
.
Wallen and Travers (1963) seem to agree with Flander's
definition of teaching methods. They state that, "A teacher
role is represented by a pattern of behavior of the teacher
in the classroom and so too is a teaching method. Both role
and method are patterns of behavior believed to be related in
some way to the learning process (page 449) . ...A teaching
12
method may exist as an abstract concept, that is to say, as a
concept of a pattern of teacher behavior. A teaching method
may also be manifested as an actual and identifiable pattern
of teacher behavior (page 467)."
On the relative importance of different teaching meth-
ods, Wallen and Travers feel that, "different teaching methods
emphasize different principles and neglect others. Since this
is the case, there is little likelihood that any one is super-
ior to any other when the overall effects of teaching are
appraised (page 500)." Flanders appears to disagree with this
statement. He feels that a broad generalization such as this
needs "to be tempered by consideration of more specific ques-
tions. Although positive results remain hard to come by, some
can be cited to indicate that, depending on which teaching
methods are considered, they can make a difference in educa-
tional outcomes (page 1447)." It is because of a belief in
this last statement that the conditions explained below have
been used as a basis for the Methods Potpourri approach to
methods courses.
The Conditions of the Methods Potpourri:
Their History, Research, and Explanation
During the 1970-71 academic year the elementary methods
courses and the undergraduate teacher education program
in
13
general suffered from a far larger enrollment of students than
the resources allotted to the teacher education program could,
in most cases, competently handle. Courses were overcrowded
and the faculty and teaching assistants who worked with the
undergraduates were burdened with many more students than they
could handle effectively. This was especially apparent in the
elementary methods courses where, by the spring semester of
1971, the average staff of a methods course consisted of one
instructor and two teaching assistants for a class of 400 stu-
dents. This situation resulted in many methods courses of
mediocre quality and a consequent low morale among many instruc-
tors and students taking part in these courses. It also magni-
fied conditions that can render any course ineffective, but
which become especially serious when they appear in methods
courses
.
In my position during that school year as a teaching
assistant in the science methods course (Science Smorgasbord)
I was able to recognize many of the negative conditions pres-
ent in the methods courses. I was fortunate that the Science
Smorgasbord, in which I was a teaching assistant, was the most
successful of the methods courses. This statement is not
based on subjective opinion but on a comparison of student
evaluation of each methods course given during the 1970-71
14
school year. The evaluation forms and the data collected for
two of these courses may be found in Appendix A. In addition,
student statements from this evaluation will be excerpted in
this chapter to illustrate reasoning behind some of the condi-
tions on which the Methods Potpourri is based.
The conditions I will be talking about below were
arrived at in their final form after the Methods Potpourri course
had been in operation for one school year. Nearly all the con-
ditions were formulated in my mind prior to the start of the
1971-72 Potpourri, however. I began committing these condi-
tions to writing during the summer of 1972 and at this time
they underwent some revision. From this point they were fur-
ther revised to put them in a form that others would understand
as I intended that they should understand them. Then, during
the fall of 1972, they were submitted for a final clarification
to members of the School of Education involved in teacher edu-
cation. Each person was asked to assign each condition to one
of the three categories; administrator, teacher, or student
controlled conditions. As a result of this process, when there
was less than 60 percent agreement on the category to which any
condition belonged, it was dropped from consideration. This
was done to insure that each condition was clearly related to
the category to which it was assigned within the Methods
15
Potpourri. Of the conditions that remained there was at least
80 percent agreement on eleven of the fourteen conditions.
The conditions, stated in the introduction, will now
be elaborated upon. I have felt from the beginning that they
are necessary for a successful methods program and I will
state the reasons for the formulation of these conditions along
with relevant research indicating that these conditions do
have a significant effect upon the success of methods courses.
The conditions will be discussed within the categories of
administrator, teacher, and student.
Administrator controlled, conditions . In a unified
methods program such as the Methods Potpourri it is necessary
for someone to coordinate the students, teachers, and indivi-
dual courses within the program. The responsibility of the
administrator is very important in terms of the influence he
or she may bring to bear on the total program and each condi-
tion established for the administrator should, in the final
analysis, have a positive effect upon the overall course.
Condition 1 - Interaction among students and teachers is more
effective when the student-teacher ratio is low.
During the 1970-71 school year the effect of having
too many students in each methods course was easy to recognize.
Many classes became impersonal. The average student found it
16
very difficult to really take part in a course or to interact
with the instructors. For many, the methods courses became
something that had to be completed because they were a require-
ment. The more quickly and painlessly it could be done, the
better. Realizing their work would rarely be checked in any
detail, students often put correspondingly less effort into
it. Lectures became stifling and even course sections, once
they reached more than thirty students, saw a significant loss
of attention by many students. A percentage of those in larger
classes could often be seen writing letters, reading newspapers,
etc. In general, the crowded atmosphere seemed self-defeating
to the purpose of the methods courses; namely, to prepare
students by good instructional techniques for their initial
teaching experience.
The following comments indicate student awareness of
the crowded class situations:
"Unfortunately, the course ...just didn't come off,
probably because of the size of the classes and the
rather apathetic attitude of most of the students."
"The events were ...much too large in many cases.
They didn't allow individual participation.
The burden of handling too many students had its effect
on the instructors as well in the 1970-71 methods courses.
They spread their time thin trying to reach all the students
or trying to manage complex schedules and schemes for
processing
17
each student. They were, for the most part, unable to carry
on any relaxed dialogue with the students unless the students
sought and were lucky enough to find them outside of class
time. The instructors appeared to many students unexcited
about their teaching and while some students were sympathetic
to the reasons that created this situation, it did not help
them to benefit from the courses.
The above observations were far less true in the
Science Smorgasbord (science methods course) where the average
section had no more than 25 to 30 students. In view of the
overcrowding effect in other courses, it seemed to me that a
major thrust of the Potpourri should be in reducing class size
so that all courses operated with a manageable number of stu-
dents. My search of the literature on the effect this condi-
tion has on student-teacher interaction does not show any
specific support for small classes, probably because many
studies done on successful approaches to effective teaching
assume small classes as a condition for the studies. Neverthe-
less, with responsibility for fewer students in a class the
verbal interaction, the attention to the needs of each stu-
dent, the evaluation of each student's work, and the feeling
by students that they are a significant part of the class should
increase. In addition, the students will learn what it is like
18
to instruct in a class whose size resembles the size of the
classes they will be teaching. The administrator can solve
this problem of overcrowding by setting limits on the number
of students in a class. If maintained these limits can become
the norm and result in better student-teacher interaction.
Condition 2 - Student-teacher interaction in courses increases
when students are able to choose courses they want to take from
a variety of offerings.
The Science Smorgasbord offered students a variety of
class options from which to pick those units they wanted that
would enable them to pass the course. While this approach
meant that some students could not take all the units they
desired due to time conflicts, it also assured them of not
having to sit through classes they had no interest in or could
not benefit greatly from. Student comments on this approach
generally spoke very positively of it:
"We really liked the idea of being able to arrange
these activities on our own times."
"The major strength of this course was its freedom
that it gave the student to decide which activities
they wanted to go to."
The above reactions are consistent with the research
of Ronan (1972) who identified some 3,000 incidents recorded
by students describing best and worst (behavior) teachers.
These incidents were categorized into behavioral areas des-
cribing the dimensions of effective and ineffective teaching.
19
One area described the permitting of students to determine
part or all of the course content. A fairly substantial per-
centage of these incidents indicated that students do appreci-
ate the participation. Whether or not it makes learning more
effective is undetermined, but students did report heightened
levels of interest under such participative procedures.
There is another factor to consider when students choose
their own courses. In many ways student-teacher interaction
is a reflection of the expectations brought to an experience
by both sides. By allowing students to choose courses they are
interested in taking, their expectation that the course will be
of benefit to them as well as be enjoyable increases. Likewise,
a teacher who faces a group of students who are there by their
own choice, will feel less intimidated at the prospect of teach-
ing such a group. It seems reasonable that under these condi-
tions there will be more interaction in the class and relative-
ly fewer students will take passive roles. The course admini-
strator, by providing a varied and large selection of different
courses, insures that the above conditions will take place.
Condition 3 - The course selection process and the structure
of new courses in the Methods Potpourri are improved by evalua-
tions of previous students.
The administrator of a course such as the Methods Pot-
pourri must make certain decisions about how the course will
20
operate. Initial decisions inevitably must be modified in
some cases according to additional information received.
Course evaluation can provide the administrator with such
information on everything from student attitudes to student
living patterns. A consideration of this information enables
the administrator to modify the overall administrative patterns
of a complex course such as the Methods Potpourri as well as
determine through valid information what individual courses,
methods, and instructor behaviors are most likely to succeed
under the existing conditions. As conditions and attitudes
among education majors at U Mass are likely to change over the
years, this condition allows the course to change with them.
One study that seems to offer solid evidence on the
value of student feedback and evaluation was recently completed
by Centra (1972) . He conducted a study to investigate two
questions pertaining to the evaluation of teachers. These
questions were: (1) Do students indeed provide the instructor
with information about instructional practices that he doesn't
already know? and (2) If this is the case, to what extent is
it true at a variety of colleges and for a significant propor-
tion of instructors? The study compared student ratings or
descriptions of instruction with the teachers own self-reported
descriptions. Areas in which there was lowest agreement between
21
the two sets of descriptions include the following: the extent
to which the students were free to ask questions or give opin-
ions in class, the extent to which instructors were concerned
with student learning, the amount of agreement between object-
ives and what is being taught, the amount of instructor open-
ness to other viewpoints, and the extent to which the course
objectives were clearly stated. These discrepancies between
the two sets of ratings not only underscore the need for stu-
dent feedback, but also suggest specific areas of instruction
where feedback is most essential; in this case the area of
faculty-student interaction. In general, there tended to be
greater agreement between students and instructors on factual
items and less agreement on areas of opinion.
The value of such information as the above concerning
student views of the instructors can be very helpful to one
who is in charge of a course such as the Methods Potpourri.
While teachers often find it hard to change those traits that
are poorly evaluated by students, the administrator, by replac-
ing teachers and choosing new courses to offer that reflect an
elimination of poorly evaluated techniques, is able to change
his course almost overnight. In this respect student evalua-
tion can have a decided effect upon a course such as the
Methods Porpourri, or very little effect on a course taught by
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an incumbent or tenured instructor of many years.
Condition 4 - Exposure to many different types of teachers and
teacher competencies illustrating good teaching is appropriate
and valuable for the prospective teacher.
Prospective teachers are greatly influenced by the
teachers they come in contact with during their own education,
and their teacher preparation in particular. Exposure to
teachers who are competent in the use of sound classroom
methods serves as a model for students to pattern their own
classroom role after. Many students realize this and appre-
ciate the value of this contact as can be seen in the follow-
ing statements about two different methods courses:
"The course proved for me that fun and learning are
not incompatible . . .One of the few courses which demon-
strated attitudes and techniques it purported to teach."
"Really poor teaching for someone who is supposedly
teaching us to teach."
There is ample research relating the method of instruc-
tion given a student with the way that student in turn instructs.
Saperson and Joyce (1971) investigated the assumption that the cooperating
teacher exerts considerable influence on the student teacher in a
cumulative process during student teaching. They found that the
behavior of the cooperating teacher had a definite influence on
the student teacher but that this influence was felt most and
acquired most at a point early in the student's internship.
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Contact between intern and cooperating teacher during the lat-
ter part of the internship seemed to have no further influence
on the intern.
When Indiana's Pilot Program for Training Teacher
Trainers (1969) began, the investigators found that college
courses were rarely designed explicitly in a form which is
appropriate for those who will be teaching them to others.
They are designed more to get across substantive material to
students. This situation is a particular problem to prospect-
ive teachers since it prevents them from learning ways of fos-
tering an understanding of knowledge when they become teachers.
Although this project has not been completed, its design calls
for increased interaction among students, faculty, and labora-
tory school personnel in an attempt to change the instruction
of college students to more closely resemble the methods of
instruction the student teachers will use during their intern-
ship .
Wallen and Travers (1963) comment on the paradox that
"the relaxed and quite permissive pattern of behavior endorsed
by textbooks on elementary education with their emphasis on
delegating decision-making functions to the child, differs
markedly from the pattern typically manifested by elementary
school teachers, who control the classroom in the way which
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has traditionally been expected of them." Like the Indiana
project they see a need to place greater emphasis on training
teachers to teach using the most relevant methods.
It is important to include a variety of methods of
instruction within an overall methods course program. Since
erent methods suit different teachers and since no teacher
tends to use all the methods that exist, the student's perspec-
tive is broadened and reinforced by exposure to as many effec-
tive methods as possible. It is the task of the administrator
to provide competent teachers whose courses show the number of
methods that may be used effectively.
Condition 5 - Student satisfaction with courses improves when
administrators make an effort to know the students involved
in their courses.
Most people and especially students have a need for
recognition. Unfortunately at a large university such as the
University of Massachusetts this need is infrequently met. A
small thing such as knowing a student's name recognizes that
student as an individual and leads to increased interaction
among the administrator, teacher, and student. The student's
sense of belonging can increase and this in turn increases the
student's interest in and responsibility toward the course.
A review of the literature shows several examples of
the effect that personal and warm relationships between students
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and administrators or teachers can have on students' regard
their courses. Ronan (1972) described one type of inci-
dent concerning the effect of teachers knowing students by
name, both in class and in greeting students out of class.
He determined that the effect of this behavior on students'
achievement was questionable but student attitudes were
definitely affected in a positive way.
In a study of teacher evaluation at the University of
California by Hildebrand, et al. (1971) 1015 students responded
to a set of statements from which they chose those statements
that described their best and worst teachers. Based on the
overall response Hildebrand listed five components of effective
teaching as perceived by students. One component described the
effective teacher as "available to and friendly toward students,
interested in students as individuals, respected as a person,
and valued for advice not directly related to the course."
Student comments on this quality as perceived in the
methods courses bear out this research:
" [The instructors] were very helpful in problems
that you had and very willing to listen to arguments
against them.
"
"These instructors seem to be honestly and sincerely
committed to undergraduates."
"I don't care for [the instructor] as a person. I
think he's rude and out for himself.... I'm sorry, I
like to think of people as being a bit more personal.
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It is in this area that the 1970—71 methods courses
failed most due to the impossibility of any instructor know-
ing more than a few students on a personal level. Because of
this it seems that with small classes in the Potpourri it is
not unreasonable to expect students and teachers to establish
a sounder relationship based on greater knowledge of each
other. At the same time this can be an extremely threatening
condition for many instructors, since it increases an instruc-
tor's efforts and, to a certain extent, an instructor's emo-
tional commitment to students. The results of this commitment,
however, can be an increase in class morale, obligation, and
receptivity to instruction.
Condition 6 - Instructor morale and the desirability of teach-
ing a course improves when instructors are relieved of primary
responsibility for the administration and logistic needs of
their courses.
It is difficult to show any research for or against
this condition. In the context of the Methods Potpourri approach,
exis tence is justified by what seems the common sense of the
situation. A teacher's energies should be concentrated on the
process of teaching. One problem, particularly at the School
of Education and in past methods courses, is the fact that many
instructors often find too many or too few students in their
classes and then have to spend their energy adjusting to this
situation. It is helpful to them if they can count on
the
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number of students they feel best suits what and how they wish
to teach. A second problem can occur if equipment and mater-
ials need to be purchased. Instructors can be relieved of a
considerable burden of red tape and trouble when they can rely
on someone else to provide them with necessary items. Since
the Methods Potpourri instructors are, for the most part,
graduate students who do not receive payment for their teaching
and full time public school teachers who are not familiar with
the everyday functioning of the School of Education, it is
doubtful many of these people would care to teach courses
requiring materials if they were not provided with some admini-
strative services and assurances.
Teacher controlled conditions
Condition 7 - By performing in a competent way a teacher pro-
vides a valuable experience for students in the class who are
prospective teachers.
This condition is closely related to administrator
controlled condition #4. The difference between the two
conditions lies basically in the time sequence in which they
appear. In exposing prospective teachers to competent and ex-
perienced teachers, the teachers must first be selected to
teach (administrator controlled) and then must teach competently
(teacher controlled) . The rationale behind this condition is
basically similar to the rationale behind condition #4.
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The individual teacher, however, will provide fewer methods
or techniques in which he or she is competent than a group
of teachers.
This condition emphasizes the teacher's role in the
classroom at the present time. Merely having performed in a
competent way in the past or having the ability to perform in
a competent way does not mean a teacher will perform this way
each time. Indeed, teachers are as prone to boredom when the
same routine is repeated over and over again as anyone else.
For this reason a teacher must constantly be aware of his or
her classroom behavior which, in turn, affects the student's
experiences within the class and the effectiveness of the
methods used. Students are influenced by such behavior as
the following student remark shows:
"The course itself was a good model of a method,
showing how to turn on a class and allow them to learn
at their own rate."
Condition 8 - Openness and enthusiasm on the part of competent
teachers adds to the impact their classroom roles have upon the
prospective teachers they train.
This is one of the most important conditions for any
methods course. Certainly the literature has ample research
on this condition and almost all of it is positive. Baird
(1971) in a study done with junior college teachers and stu-
dents found that achievement (grades) were enhanced by friendly
29
instructors concerned with the impact their subject would
have on their students' lives. He also found a strong posi-
tive relationship between an instructor's warmth toward a
student and the student's perception of the instructor's
knowledge of the subject matter.
Mastin (1963) studied the effect of teacher enthusiasm
on students by presenting lessons taught by indifferent teachers
and enthusiastic teachers to 20 classes and 561 pupils. In all
but one class students scored higher on a test on the unit
taught by the enthusiastic teacher. On a questionnaire to
determine the attitude of the teachers, students gave the
enthusiastic teachers higher ratings by a 5 to 2 ratio. Mastin
concluded that "The results of this experiment would seem to
indicate that the attitudes which teachers appear to have
toward the topic, materials, and ideas which they present to
their classes do influence the factual learning of the pupils
in their classes, and the attitudes of those pupils toward the
topic, materials, and ideas."
Hildebrand (1971) in his study of best and worst
teachers found the following as the most important component
of effective teaching. The teacher "Enjoys teaching, is
enthusiastic about his subject, makes the course exciting, and
has self-confidence." Concerning the openness of a teacher to
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the students, he found the best teacher is "Sensitive to the
response of the class, encourages student participation, and
welcomes questions and discussion."
Students in the 1970-71 methods courses were quick to
notice the presence or absence of enthusiasm and openness on
the part of teachers:
"All of the instructors seemed excited and inter-
ested in what they were doing and much of this was
very contagious."
"There was no evaluation done on the [work] that
I completed. I got the impression that no one cared
about the course so neither did I."
From this information it seems reasonable to assume
that the qualities of openness and enthusiasm can increase the
impact effective teaching will have on students. For those
expecting to teach elementary age children who are high in both
these qualities, any injection of these qualities into their
teaching style would be positive.
Condition 9 - Teachers improve students' satisfaction with
courses when they identify and implement student needs within
their courses.
The average student may come to a course expecting to
learn what the teacher knows about the course topic. But
student impressions about what the teacher is going to deal with
in a course may differ widely. Unless the teacher is pretty
sure that expectations of the students coincide with planned
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class activities, it is helpful to find out what the students'
agendas are and to match mutual interests where possible. In
a teaching methods course this is particularly true because
backgrounds, goals, and subject interests do tend to be differ-
ent.
Condition 10 - Revision of a course by a teacher to reflect
student evaluation makes the course more satisfying to the
next students who take it.
Much of what was said in condition #3 applies to this
condition as well, but in the context of a single course to
be repeated by the same teacher. After a course is taught for
the first time, teacher and students can generally look back
and see aspects of the course that if done differently the
next time will improve the value of the course. By revising
the course to take into consideration these changes, the
course should be more satisfying to the teacher and the next
students who take it. If the next class of students had very
different expectations for the course the revisions might not
be worthwhile. Also, if the teacher's attitude changes as
mentioned under condition #7 then the effects of any course
revision may be offset.
Condition 11 - Student satisfaction with courses improves
when teachers make an effort to know the students involved in
their courses.
The rationale for this condition is exactly the same
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as for condition #5, the only difference being that within a
small class personal acknowledgement of students is more of an
expected behavior on the part of a teacher than it is for the
administrator of a larger course.
Condition 12 - Ambiguity on the part of a teacher has a nega-
tive effect upon students in a course of short duration.
The amount of ambiguity appears to have an important
effect on the success of a learning experience. Baird (1971)
in his study of the relationship between instructors' teach-
ing styles and their student ratings, found the strongest
relationship for satisfaction with the quality of teaching to
be a negative one concerning the amount of ambiguity in a
teacher's style. Ambiguity seemed to interfere most with an
instructor's ability to make the subject interesting.
Another of the five areas characteristic of effective
teaching described by Hildebrand (1971) stated that the
effective teacher "Makes himself clear, states objectives,
summarizes major points, presents material in an organized
manner, and provides emphasis."
Student opinions of the 1970-71 methods courses also
provide information on course ambiguity:
"The complete lack of structure and expectations
was extremely difficult to cope with. . .
.
"I feel the course was for all practical purposes
useless The student expectations were clear as mud!"
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I feel this was the best of all my methods courses.
... it put responsibility on the student, but also,
what was expected of the student was clearly defined."
I will not disagree that a little ambiguity is a
desired component of most learning experiences. However,
ambiguity is a condition that needs to be carefully controlled
and its purpose explained by an instructor before the average
student can handle it. In the context of a short course or a
course with a large number of students a lack of clearly
defined direction generally proves a hindrance to students'
endeavors in the course and can be the cause of much dissatis-
faction .
Student controlled conditions .
Condition 13 - When provided with many course options to choose
from, students will choose those courses which fill their needs
and appeal most to them.
In the discussion of condition #2 the studies cited
seem to indicate that students enjoy the freedom of selecting
their own program from a choice of options. Despite their
other problems, the 1970-71 methods courses did offer alter-
native ways of meeting course requirements. For those students
with initiative, the opportunity was there to learn by choosing
the most satisfactory route. Many were able to do this and
benefited from the experience:
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. . . .the major strength of this course was its
freedom that it gave the student to decide which
activities they wanted to go to."
Many more lacked the necessary initiative and direction and
floated through as easily as possible or else had a completely
frustrating experience.
For this reason it is important that students make
choices that they will not regret. In making these choices
two aspects of their behavior in choosing courses seem impor-
tant. These are (1) a consideration of their own needs in
respect to the courses and (2) the appeal of the course options
offered. Their choice in respect to their needs reflects
their ability to know what areas they need experience and
learning in. This allows them to narrow down the number of
options they are interested in. Beyond this the second consi-
deration takes effect, i.e., it is matched with the appeal of
the options they can choose from. Option appeal often seems
to depend on many more trivial matters such as the projected
difficulty of the course, who else is taking the course,
reputation of the course, and at what time the course meets.
While these latter items probably have little influence on
their learning, they most likely make the experience of college
a little less hectic and improve the students' commitment to
the courses they choose.
CHAPTER II
THE DEVELOPMENT
, IMPLEMENTATION
,
AND FUNCTIONING OF THE
METHODS POTPOURRI COURSE FALL 1971 - SPRING 197 3
Organization for the Methods Potpourri began in the
spring of 1971. Initially I drew up a description of the
course as I tentatively envisioned it. During spring pre-
registration this was given to students who were interested
in taking methods courses in the fall of 1971. The descrip-
tion was quite basic since details of the course had not been
worked out and I felt it best not to commit myself to a format
I could not promise to achieve. I expected that most students
who wanted to take methods courses would sign up for the Pot-
pourri for at least part of their methods requirement. However,
there were other methods courses being offered and students
could meet their methods requirement by taking these courses
alone.
For the students who signed up for the Methods Pot-
pourri we promised to offer the following:
1. Short courses dealing with a concise subject area
and running five weeks in length.
2. The opportunity to take up to six of these short
courses in one semester for a total of six credits.
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3.
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Three periods of short course offerings, each
lasting five weeks.
4. Far smaller classes than those of past methods
courses
.
5. An opportunity for students to choose courses
according to their needs and available time.
By the end of the spring semester about 90 students
had enrolled in the Methods Potpourri, far short of the 300
we thought might sign up for the course.
Simultaneously, I began to search for potential
instructors to teach the short courses. I sought instructors
from three categories: faculty, graduate students, and public
school teachers. My immediate concern was to find some out-
standing public school teachers before the school year ended
in June. In doing this I relied heavily on others at the
School of Education to suggest public school teachers they
knew and thought were capable of and suited to teaching a five
week methods course to undergraduate education majors. When a
potential instructor was recommended by a faculty member,
graduate student, or undergraduate I arranged to meet with
that person at his or her school to get a feel for his or her
potential as a methods instructor. By the end of the school
year I had lined up six teachers I felt would make good to
excellent instructors in the course. A small honorarium pro-
vided by the School of Education was a definite help in
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persuading them to teach a course, and only one public school
teacher I approached did not feel it worthwhile to do so. On
the other hand, some of these teachers would probably have
taught a course for the experience it involved rather than
financial compensation. During the summer I allocated the
remainder of the ten honorariums I had for the first semester
by recruiting two more public school teachers and by asking
two of the teachers previously selected, neither of whom
would be teaching full time in the coming year, to teach two
courses each.
Toward the end of the spring I also began to invite
and beg fellow graduate students to teach a five week course
in the fall Methods Potpourri. As with the teachers I only
asked those I felt were capable of presenting an interesting
and relevant course. The graduate students whom I sought fell
into two categories. In one category were those who were
motivated to teach a short course by their desire to do a
little teaching along with their studying. In this respect
five weeks was an ideal time; neither too short or too long to
interfere with other commitments. The prospect of a small
class of 25 or fewer students to wcrk with regularly for five
weeks was also an attracting point. Asking these graduate
students to teach a course without compensation had its
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difficulties
, however, and while a few received independent
study credit for their teaching, most were in a good bargain-
ing position with me. Often their desires in choosing a time
for their course to meet as well as the format of the course
overrode what I had in mind or felt would be best.
In addition to the volunteers the remaining graduate
student instructors came from a group of 25 supervisors of
student teachers who were required by their contract to teach
a short course in the Methods Potpourri if asked. This helped
me find some instructors although not all supervisors had a
suitable background for teaching an elementary methods course.
About two-thirds lacked the attitude or experience I felt
necessary and these I did not ask to teach a course.
Faculty were not as easy to enlist to teach short
courses as were teachers and graduate students. I managed to
have one part time faculty member's schedule arranged so he
could teach a social studies course each five week period.
Two other faculty who were not on campus the previous year
agreed to teach courses, presumably because their time was
not yet committed as it seemed to be with many others I asked.
Two other faculty agreed to open up the first five weeks of a
full semester course to students in the Methods Potpourri.
With the recruitment of instructors on its way, I
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realized that it would take more time to run the course than
I myself could reasonably spend. To solve this problem as well
as gain a source of advice on the needs and attitudes of under-
graduates, I asked a senior education major, Margie Gordon, to
assist me in return for independent study credit. This proved
one of the wisest actions I took as Margie was outspoken but
rational in her criticism of proceedings at the School of
Education and her advice concerning the attitudes and prefer-
ences of her fellow undergraduates often helped in shaping
the course during the first semester.
The course content to be taught in the fall Methods
Potpourri was largely determined by what the available
instructors would teach. Coverage of the major areas of
language arts, social studies, science, and math worked out
quite evenly. In addition to these areas I planned courses
in art, music, human relations, and special education that had
not been offered previously as methods courses. It was hard
to anticipate whether student demand for a subject would equal
the number of courses in that area we hoped to offer, but the
flexibility of the Potpourri allowed me to make some last
minute changes to adjust to such demand.
As the summer progressed, I tried to match the final
course capacity for students with the number of students already
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enrolled and the additional students I expected to enroll in
the course at fall registration. I spent many hours trying
to anticipate the final number of students that would register
and how many credits they would register for. This time was
well spent as I was able to absorb late registrants with much
less worry when the semester finally began.
Fall 1971
At registration many new students did enroll in the
Methods Potpourri as expected. They were limited to taking
\
3 credits at most so that we could meet everyone's demand to
enroll in the course. Some students outside the undergraduate
education major were accepted on the condition that under-
graduates, especially those in the Individualized Program1
would be assigned to courses before they were. At the conclu-
sion of registration the preregistration totals of 90 students
taking 420 credits had grown to 160 students taking about 700
credits. The staff that would handle these students during
the fall semester eventually consisted of 30 instructors
offering 34 courses.
^The Individualized Program included all students who
did not elect to join one of the new TPPC programs for the
1971-72 school year. These were the students the Methods Pot-
pourri was created for.
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The next step, that of signing up students for the
courses within the Potpourri, had a few intial problems.
Two weeks before classes began I sent an information
letter to all students who preregistered for the Methods Pot-
pourri. In it I explained what courses would be offered and,
tentatively, how the Potpourri would operate. I asked them
to attend an organizational meeting that would be held the
first day of classes and at which they would sign up for their
courses. When the meeting was held many students did not show
up to choose courses. These stragglers trickled in for days
afterward and siphoned off a lot of my energies. My subse-
quent experiences have been that about 8 0 percent attendance at a
meeting is about the best you can hope for no matter how thor-
ough your publicity.
The organization meeting was somewhat chaotic as many
meetings that tend to bring diverse groups of people together
for the first time are. From the chaos resulting from our
mistakes and the careless attitude of the students at this
meeting, we learned how to run a smoother and more effective
meeting the next time. At the meeting students received a
sheet on which to list their name, address, etc., a catalogue
of courses to be offered during the first period (see Appendix
B) and a sheet on which to sign up for courses. Unfortunately
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I made the mistake of handing out all this material at once.
Most students rushed through the sign up process as quickly as
they could, failing to read or listen to directions in their
haste to finish and leave the meeting. This rushed attitude
on the part of students disappeared at later meetings, due
possibly to the fact that they were new associated with the
course and knew what to expect.
The students signed up for courses by listing in
preferential order those they wanted. Our task of assigning
them to the courses they signed up for was not easy but in
most cases was worked out satisfactorily. We assigned
courses to students in alphabetical order, starting with a
different section of the alphabet each period so that over
the semester each student had a relatively equal choice of
courses. A few courses were heavily sought by many students
and filled up quickly. To make assignment of students to
these courses easier, priorities were given to various groups
of students within the course. Students in the Individualized
Program were assigned first, followed by students in other
programs. After they had been assigned all their courses,
undergraduates who were not education majors and graduate
students were assigned.
All those in the Individualized Program and most
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other education majors received their first choice of courses
If they were taking a second course most received either
their second or third choice. The fact that some students
put down only one or two choices rather than the three or
four they were asked to list, made it impossible to put
these students in all the courses they needed immediately.
They, along with those who missed the meeting, found them-
selves at a distinct disadvantage as many of the courses
were filled by the time they made their first or another
choice. From our perspective, however, this gave us a
better chance of assigning courses to the others as it
relieved us of the responsibility of placing these students
in what might have been their first, second, or third choice.
Class lists were posted outside our office and
students could find out which classes they were in and where
they met by consulting these lists. If students had a prob-
lem after seeing which course or courses they were in we were
there to talk about it. Many had problems, the major one
being that at the start of the semester their class schedules
often changed up until the end of the course change period.
This meant rearranging their course or courses in the Methods
Potpourri. Frequently, this was now impossible to do because
courses were now filled and several students were forced to
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squeeze in another course at a later session. After a week
had passed
,
I halted all changes except for dropping courses
m the Potpourri since courses were too far along to be
meaningfully picked up at this point. Although some students
did not get into the classes they wanted and had to settle
for courses they were less enthusiastic about, only a few
students reacted negatively to the course selection process.
Often these were students I had told not to expect too much
because they were late registering or were not in the
Individualized Program.
In dealing with the assignment of students to courses
we tried to be as impartial and straightforward as we could
be. To be 100 per cent impartial would have been impossible
but our firmness in not making exceptions except in the most
unusual of circumstances, I feel, led to a confidence in our
credibility by students and a reduction in the number of
students coming to us with special requests. We managed to
keep the enrollment in individual courses at or very near
the limits we set for them.
I
Beyond identifying and signing students up for the
courses, the most difficult problem, one that has persisted
in later semesters of the Methods Potpourri, was that of
scheduling courses. This was due to several reasons. First,
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the instructors for the most part had to fit their courses
into their schedules which they did not know until the start
of the semester. Secondly, classrooms were difficult to
obtain at the last minute, especially since some of the
instructors wished to teach at odd times. Finally, instruc-
tors tended to request fewer but longer class meetings per
week. This cut down on scheduling flexibility since these
courses would overlap with other courses. For the second and
third periods of courses this problem became even greater,
resulting in constant last minute arrangements on my part.
Once classes were set to begin and students assigned,
my major attention centered on the instructors. I took
nothing for granted, meeting each instructor at the first
class to make sure the room assigned was correct, instructor
and students had found the room, and there were no initial
problems in the class for either instructor or students.
This was an overly thorough approach, perhaps, but I felt it
was worth it for the few times that problems did arise and
were handled without confusion. For the public school
teachers who were unfamiliar with the University, my presence
and assurance was a necessary part of their introduction to
teaching the courses.
When the courses were running smoothly there were
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two areas that needed constant attention; the providing of
necessary materials to instructors and planning for the next
set of courses. Materials for the courses were provided
through a lab fee charge of one dollar per course. This
blanket charge was not equitable in all respects since some
courses such as art and science required more materials than
a course that focused mainly on a lecture or discussion
approach. On the other hand, this was the only sensible way
of doing it and every instructor was given the opportunity
to order materials for his or her course. For me, obtaining
these materials on as short notice as one day meant doing a
lot of paper work, processing, and picking up of materials
myself. This phase of running the Methods Potpourri often
took up several hours a day. Had all courses required me to
supply them with materials, I would have done little else.
The second area, that of organizing the next session
and completing the paper work for previous sessions was not
as demanding as securing materials, but was substantial in
large part because most instructors were not punctual in sub-
mitting their course descriptions or grades on time. To
insure the success of the course I found it necessary to
spend the extra effort and time to pursue these details.
At the conclusion of the first Methods Potpourri two
48
two major tasks needed to be completed. Students had to be
g aded, in this case pass, fail, or incomplete. Very few
failed, but for various reasons such as not completing the
number of credits they were registered for, not paying the
lab fee, or being incomplete in an individual course, fully
20 per cent of the students received a grade of incomplete.
Getting these incompletes taken care of the following semes-
ter became another time-consuming activity I would rather
have done without.
The second major task was to see that each student's
experiences in the Methods Potpourri were documented to
supplement the student's official transcript, which for all
official purposes did not indicate what the student had
taken, other than a Special Problems in Education course. I
solved this problem by using a computer program to match
students with the descriptions of the individual courses they
had taken. This document was then sent to the placement
where a copy of it was placed in each student's place-
ment folder. It was, compared to most transcript records
currently found at the School of Education, one of the most
thorough explanations of what students had taken within the
education major.
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Spring 1972
The Methods Potpourri for the spring semester of 1972
differed very little in its overall format from that of the
fall semester. There were three sessions of courses with the
last five week session again cut to four weeks instead of five
due to the fourteen week length of the semester. I began to
realize during the fall semester that the shortening of this
last session coupled with the difficulties involved when
class sessions were missed due to holidays and Marathon week
(when most School of Education classes were canceled) was a
serious problem. Three sessions of classes per semester
began to seem either too ambitious or just plain impractical.
Most courses, and all courses during the four week session,
were unable to meet for the instructional time I felt was
necessary. Students were also aware that this was a fault of
the course and I realized that next year this situation would
need to be remedied in some way.
One major difference between the fall and spring
semesters was the number of students enrolled to take the
Methods Potpourri courses. During the fall semester there
were 160 students enrolled for a total of nearly 700 modules
or course credits. In the spring semester the enrollment
rose to 215 students taking 850 course modules. The net
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effect of this increase in enrollment was to water down the
overall quality of the courses. The number of individual
courses which I felt were solid offerings stayed at least as
high as in the fall semester, but the balance of the courses
(some added at the last minute) was not as strong as I would
have liked. This condition was regrettable although it was
offset in a few cases when the courses we found at the last
minute turned out to be more successful than most. There was
no way to avoid the addition of a few weaker courses, however,
if we were to be generous and let all eligible education
majors take the Methods Potpourri. Our priority system of
assigning courses still enabled those who most needed methods
to have the best choice.
The course evaluations for the fall semester, which
will be discussed in Chapters III and IV, influenced my choice
of some instructors who would teach during the spring semes-
ter. Since many of the courses had to be set up for the
spring semester in December before the results of the question-
naires were available, I used the written evaluations collected
after each of the first two sessions as well as informal evalu-
ation of each course to provide an early basis for asking back
those I felt taught successfully in the fall. Most of those I
asked to repeat were the teachers from the local schools who turned
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out to be most highly evaluated as a group by students
.
addition to the public school teachers, several of the gradu-
ate students and faculty were able to repeat courses that
had been successful in the fall, others who I would have
liked to have had repeat their courses were unable to do so
because they were too busy.
None of the courses rated in the lowest fifth of the
fall evaluation were repeated. This was as much due to the
unavailability of these particular instructors as to the low
course ratings. Although I was intent on eliminating courses
that were rated low by students on their evaluations, I was
also interested in revising such courses to be more success-
ful if possible. The potential to do this seemed to depend
on whether the course was evaluated well by at least a few
of those who took it or whether someone else could do a
better job teaching a particular topic. In the case of one
fall course that was rated very low, I decided to repeat the
course with a different instructor to see if that could bring
about an improvement in its rating. In this case, improve-
ment took place and the course, with a new instructor, was
rated abcve average.
Another idea that was investigated during the spring
Potpourri was the challenge of whether the Methods Potpourri
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should offer any course that someone in the School of Educa-
tion dreamed up to teach. My opinion on this was not to
offer just any course but only those that I
,
as screener of
the courses, felt would be worthwhile and in some demand by
students. In addition, I felt that course descriptions should
not include the work assignments that would be required of
students in the course, but merely state what would be
studied in the course and what approach would be used. Des-
pite my feelings on this matter, I felt I should try anything
once and found a perfect example of a course that met the
above criteria in "Seminar on Women, Metaphor, and Drama."
The course description seemed as distant from a solid elemen-
tary methods offering as I could imagine (see Appendix B, page
198). It had little apparent connection with elementary
methods, stressed theory, listed a lot of outside assignments,
and indicated the course would be demanding. The instructor
was quite firm in wishing the description to read this way,
so I decided to let it go into the student course catalog as
it was. The results confirmed what my intuition had told me.
Out of 215 students, only three selected the course as one of
their choices and only two students were assigned to the
course. This reception plus the administrative difficulty
of processing this course confirmed for me the need to offer
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only those courses I felt would be useful to many students.
One new approach in course format was introduced in
the spring Methods Potpourri. it arose from a small but
j
significant demand for a course in secondary methods from
those in the Media for the Deaf program who were required
to take a course in secondary methods and from a few other
miscellaneous students who had a similar interest. To help
these students, I offered a three part interdisciplinary
course with one section scheduled for each session of the
Potpourri. The course did not turn out to be very
successful since many of those who signed up for it seemed
to have more specific, yet as a whole, diverse expectations
of what they wanted once they got into the course. Many who
took the course felt they should have had a choice of subjects
similar to the much larger elementary section. This, of
course, was not possible and after this experience I dropped
the idea of trying to satisfy too many divergent needs with-
in the Potpourri.
In other respects, the spring Methods Potpourri was
very similar to the fall course. Signing students into
courses, providing materials for the instructors to use in
their classes, the administrative techniques, and the unavoid-
able problems all seemed about the same, although magnified
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and more tine consuming in places due to the greater enroll-
I
ment
.
Fall & Spring - 1972-73
The Methods Potpourri for the 1972-73 schoo 1 year
could not be a repeat of the 1971-72 version even if it had
wanted to be. Changes in the University, the School of
Education, and TPPC structures presented a somewhat altered
environment in which to present Potpourri courses. The fall
semester had been shortened to 13 weeks instead of 14 and
1/2 weeks as in the fall of 1971. Three 5 week sessions as
in 1971 were out of the question in the fall of 1972 and
although I had been sorting through several approaches to
alleviate the cramming that three 5 week sessions had present-
ed, the shortened semester made it fairly easy to settle on
two six-week sessions with a week off for the School of Edu-
cation Marathon. The sixth week would be used to make up any
classes missed during the first five weeks due to holidays,
schedule changes, instructor absence, etc. For those who
indicated on past evaluations that the courses were too
short or rushed, the courses would now last longer by one or
two classes in general and with less confusion. Where possi-
ble the courses with five 2-1/2 hour classes were extended to
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six 2 hour classes in response to student feedback indicating
2-1/2 hours was too long for a class in most cases.
Two six-week periods meant other changes that it
seemed would improve everyone's lot. There would now be a
greater number of courses offered each period than when
courses were spread over three periods. This meant a greater
I
selection of courses for students to choose from at any one
time and hopefully an easier task on our part placing stu-
dents in their desired courses. It meant that students who
i
signed up for an odd number of credits (most signed up for
three) would have to take more courses in one period than in
the other, but many preferred the chance to get more out of
the way during the first half of the semester. It also
meant less work for me since I would have to go through the
routine of starting new courses only twice instead of three
times a semester.
At the School of Education a completely modular cur-
riculum went into effect for the fall 1972 semester. This
meant students could drop or add credits as they wished at
any time during the semester. For the Potpourri, which was
composed of one credit courses, this meant a large increase
in the number of students who changed their total credits
within the course when compared to the previous year. This
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tended to create a lot more paper work. In many cases, it
also resulted in smaller classes since students dropped
Potpourri courses and selected others within the School of
Education to a greater degree. This process seemed harmful
when it caused someone who would have taken a Potpourri
course if there were room at the start, to be kept out of
the course. On the other hand, it meant that students
received credit for those courses they completed rather than
no credit unless all courses they signed up for were com-
pleted. It also meant that those who had not initially
signed up for the Potpourri courses could take them in either
session if there was room available. There were many stu-
dents who took advantage of this opportunity.
The third change in the Methods Potpourri format
resulted from the Teacher Preparation Program Council (TPPC)
.
TPPC was now in its second year of operation and its original
i
mandate to me of providing methods courses for students in
the Individualized Program no longer existed since the
Individualized Program had been phased out and all students
were now in other programs. In light of this fact, the
Method Potpourri course switched from being a stop-gap way
of providing methods courses for those without a new pro-
gram into becoming a true component of TPPC into which any
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of the fifteen elementary programs could plug their students.
At one time or another students in all fifteen programs took
some or all of their methods courses in the Methods Potpourri
during the 1972-73 school year. This participation varied.
Some programs required their students to take the Methods
Potpourri for methods credits. Other programs left it up to
the students whether they felt a definite need for more
methods courses. This latter approach made my responsibility
easier as I was not obligated to provide specific courses for
these students, only a selection of courses they could pick
from if they desired methods courses.
Aside from the above structural changes related to
external factors, there were less obvious changes that seemed
to have taken place among the undergraduate education majors.
These seemed to reflect the overall organizational effect of
TPPC . No longer did students seem to lack any guidance as
they began registering for the fall semester. A year before
I found that I was acting as an undergraduate advisor and
information giver as well as coordinator of the Methods Pot-
pourri. Now I found I could spend my time giving guidance
only to students who wished to take the Methods Potpourri.
The undergraduates for the most part seemed in much better
spirits than they had been the last two years and with fewer
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problems to blame on the School of Education. This attitude
inevitably carried over into the Methods Potpourri course
and increased the interest within its classes.
While changes were going on in the School and Univer-
sity that for the most part improved the flexibility and
approach of the Methods Potpourri, I was making a few smaller
changes myself that I hoped would improve the course a little
In response to what seemed a need for more classroom exper-
ience by some students, I offered a practicum in tutoring
children who had learning difficulties. I hoped that stu-
dents who took this course would be able to put methods and
classroom experience together. Most of those who took this
course found it very worthwhile.
In the area of course offerings I began to be more
discriminating in my choice of who would teach and what would
be taught. With many of the instructors who had taught
successful courses the previous year returning to teach, I
needed fewer new instructors and could select these more
carefully. In response to student comments on their evalua-
tions I tried to select more instructors who would teach the
five or six areas most in demand by students: language arts,
science, math, social studies, the arts, and special educa-
tion. In the 1972-73 Methods Potpourri these courses
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constituted two-thirds of all the courses offered whereas in
1971-72 they accounted for only one-half the courses taught.
Even with the increase in the number of these courses, they
still filled to capacity much more frequently than other
courses
.
In another experiment I limited some courses to stu-
dents who had or had not taught. in general, this approach
helped classes when they were limited to students who had
taught previously, but reduced the liveliness and discussion
in classes limited only to students who had not taught. The
latter observation reinforced my feeling that a mixture of
those who have taught combined with those who haven't is
best for a methods course as far as pursuing a wide range of
views on a subject.
A final change that seemed to be gradually taking
place was the spreading out of students' methods courses
over more than one semester. Students pre-registering for
methods courses for 1972-73 signed up for fewer courses on
the average than did last year's students. Many seemed to
be splitting their requirement between their student teach-
ing semester. Others who taught in the spring of 1972 as
juniors or in the fall of 1972 as seniors, signed up for more
credits in the Methods Potpourri, often wanting to take a
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specific subject they had felt weak in during their student
teaching
. it seemed that on the whole, many students were
interested in taking more than the minimum number of methods
courses required and this kept the course as a whole enrolled
to its limit. Demand was so great for the spring semester
of 1973 that for the first time a large number of students
could not be enrolled in the course. This group consisted
mainly of graduate students and human development majors who
had been able to participate in previous Potpourris.
Day-to-day management of the Methods Potpourri did
not change very greatly from that of the 1971-72 course.
Most areas were easier to handle since most methods of opera-
tion were established. The most pressing problem that con-
tinued to foul up the process of running the individual
courses smoothly was our inability to get rooms for classes
to meet in. Although the directors of the modularized curri-
culum had promised this would be no problem, it was very much
a problem on which they were very slow to take action.
Students' obligations by now were being made as
clear as possible concerning what was required of them to
pass the course (Appendix B, pages 203-4). I learned to go
to great lengths to make sure I covered myself with some
justification for every complaint or oversight I felt a
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student might come up with. m one area, that o£ class
attendance, I dropped my hard and fast rule of the previous
year that students attend 80 per cent of their classes as
one requirement for a pass. I felt that esprit de corns was
fairly high now and that stressing to students and instructors
the importance of attending classes would be sufficient in
most cases to keep attendance up high. In general, X advised
instructors to use attendance as they wished. In at least a
couple courses attendance actually rose, while in most
courses it stayed the same or dropped a bit from the previous
year. Other procedures stayed much the same as in past sem-
esters
.
This concludes a brief description of how the Methods
Potpourri was organized, began to function, and adjusted to
the needs of the students and the environment in which it was
offered. As the course finished its second year, there
appeared to be more changes or improvements necessary. These
will be mentioned later in the concluding chapter. For now,
this dissertation will turn to a description of the various
forms of evaluation that were carried on in connection with
the Methods Potpourri and which have influenced or reinforced
its operation and development during the past two years.
CHAPTER III
EVALUATION PROCEDURES FOR THE METHODS POTPOURRI
During the 1970—71 school year I came in contact
with the large scale use of evaluation as a method of learn-
ing more about student perceptions of the courses they take
and of those who teach the courses (see Chapter I) . I per-
sonally experienced a lot of reinforcement from the evalua-
tion by students of some of the lessons I taught and was
able to pick up pointers I hoped would help improve my teach-
ing. As I planned out the Methods Potpourri for the first
semester, I was interested in using evaluation to learn all
I could about the effect the Potpourri was having on the
students enrolled in its courses and how the Potpourri format
could be improved. I was also interested in gathering more
information in the area of teacher competence and felt the
Methods Potpourri could yield first-hand information on this
subject. Finally, because the Methods Potpourri design sought
to eliminate some of the factors I felt had contributed to
the failure of many methods courses, I wanted to know through
evaluation if I was succeeding in my attempt to present more
interesting methods courses.
With evaluation a foregone conclusion, I had only to
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develop the mechanisms through which it would be carried out.
At the start of the fall 1971 semester informal methods of
evaluating the Methods Potpourri and its courses were highly
pursued. Formal evaluation, for the most part, was deferred
while I defined and implemented the administrative procedures
of the Methods Potpourri. Although many of the techniques
used to evaluate the first semester Potpourri have been
dropped or modified, some continue to be used at the present
time and have provided continuity in evaluating the course
over the past four semesters. Other evaluation techniques
i
have been developed over the last year and a half, the most
recent of these reflecting some of the conditions of the
Potpourri that are not measured by earlier instruments. This
chapter presents the techniques of evaluation used in the
Methods Potpourri, the modification of these techniques over
the last two years, and the logic behind these modifications.
Fall 1971
From the moment the first Methods Potpourri courses
started, I began asking those involved in the courses for
their opinions and comments. This procedure I will refer to
henceforth as informal evaluation. It should be understood
that I did not always pursue this type of evaluation. Many
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comments on the Methods Potpourri came to me unsolicited.
The comments from students provided the largest and
most diverse source of information on the Methods Potpourri
and its individual courses. During the first week of classes,
I began to ask the students how they were enjoying the courses
they were taking. For the most part, I received frank and
sincere comments and by knowing most of the teachers, I
could compare the student comments to my own impressions of
what a course in question was like. In trying to understand
these comments, I had to assume that no one really likes to
speak unfavorably about a course or teacher he or she is
presently in contact with unless the student is very out-
spoken or the course is very disappointing. The interpreta-
tion of student remarks comes more from the amount of enthu-
siasm shown toward the course and instructor as well as the
percentage of students who are very enthusiastic about the
course versus the number who are only mildly or not at all
enthusiastic.
The impressions I received from the students were, on
the whole, quite positive. Many courses were highly praised
while the others were, for the most part, thought to be
worthwhile in spite of certain qualifications. The total
effect of all my interaction with students and their opinions
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of individual courses and the Methods Potpourri
was that we were succeeding to a large extent in
the image of methods courses.
in general
improving
In addition to student feedback, I also asked the
teachers how their courses were progressing whenever I saw
them, at the same time X was able to give them student feed-
back where I felt it would encourage them or help them
improve the courses immediately. I found they could be
encouraged but that student feedback did not seem to have
any real effect on their immediate teaching.
Besides students and teachers in the course I receiv-
ed a lot of feedback from my assistant, Marjorie Gordon, who,
in addition to taking some of the courses, also talked with
fellow undergraduates about their experiences. The feedback
she brought to me was not as favorable as what I heard from
other students, but nevertheless, it was favorable and most
likely closer to the truth than that which I heard. People
not associated with the Methods Potpourri also volunteered
comments they had heard. These tended to be the most positive
of all and often reflected the feeling of a great improvement
over the methods course structure of the previous year.
The process of determining student opinion about the
Methods Potpourri by frequent verbal interaction had other
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benefits. For one, I came to know a lot of the students
taking the courses and by the end of the semester I probably
knew two-thirds of the 160 students enrolled in the Methods
Potpourri. The more and better I knew the students, the
easier it was to get frank opinions of the courses they were
taking; i.e., the snowball effect was operating. However,
as brought out in condition 5 (see Chapter I)
,
the better I
or any instructor came to know the students, the more they
referred other problems or questions concerning the School of
Education to us. This was a problem only in the amount of
time it consumed on my part. Most of these students belonged
to the Individualized Program and lacked adequate advising as
it was. The Methods Potpourri was able to provide them with
some of that missing guidance and this was much appreciated
by the students.
At the end of each session of courses except the last,
students filled out a written evaluation for each course they
took that session. This form will be referred to henceforth
as the written evaluation. On it students were asked to tell
"what you have liked and found useful about each course and
anything you have not liked or feel could be improved in each
course" . This written evaluation (Appendix C) was adapted
from the form used by Bill Rojas (Appendix A) and was
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completed by students prior to their signing up for the next
set of courses. In addition, any other remarks the students
had on the Potpourri were welcomed. Students were asked not
to put their names on this evaluation and these written
evaluations remained anonymous. The responses to this form
were varied but most provided a feeling of how the students
viewed the courses and what they valued about them. Some
responses were quite lengthy, others too brief to convey
much information. An average of 15 to 20 evaluations per
course, however, seemed to provide a substantial amount of
information about each course. Once these evaluations were
collected, I reviewed them, divided them according to course,
and sent them to the instructors to look over. The instruc-
tors greatly appreciated the student comments and these evalu-
ations seem to have produced some modifications in the way
they taught their courses the next time (if they repeated)
.
The second evaluation I used was given to students at
a meeting held specifically for course evaluation during the
final week of the semester. This instrument will henceforth
be called the evaluation questionnaire (see Appendix C) .
About half the students in the course attended this meeting
and those who did not attend either filled out the question-
naire before the end of the semester or received it at home
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and returned it completed. Evaluations were received from
nearly every student who took more than two credits in the
Potpourri. To insure a good return of this questionnaire, I
belatedly made it a requirement for receiving credit for the
course
.
I prepared the evaluation questionnaire and revised
it according to suggestions made by Horace Reed and Margie
Gordon. The questions provided information for improving the
Methods Potpourri and were based on the following list of
items I felt were important to measure at this point.
1. What program the students belonged to.
2. How the different courses were preceived by those
taking them.
a. How students perceived each course in terms
of interest, learning, and practical value.
b. The areas in which students felt satisfied
with courses.
c. Which courses should be repeated.
d. How previous student teaching affected stu-
dent outlook on thb courses.
3. What factors are influential in causing students
to choose the courses they chose.
a. How we might improve the efficiency of choice
making
.
b. How broad is the choice making process.
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4 . What is the success of the Methods Potpourri
courses relative to other methods courses thestudents may have taken.
5.
6 .
What are the extent and types of needs that
students felt were not fully met by the Potpourri
What is the extent to which students who havetaken the Potpourri feel prepared for initialteaching experiences.
7. At what time those who have done their student
teaching feel methods courses are of most bene-fit, i.e., before, during, or after their student
teaching
.
The evaluation questionnaire seemed to be easily
understood by the students. Almost no questions were asked
on how to fill it out and there were very few answers that
were incorrect or non-discriminating. Students were asked
not to put their names on the evaluation questionnaire and
were under the impression, as was I, that the evaluations
would be anonymous. To account for their having filled out
the evaluation, they signed a blank piece of paper with their
name. After I collected the major portion of the evaluations
I realized that I could identify each evaluation and the
student who filled it out by using the courses as a type of
identifying code. With few exceptions, each of the 160 stu-
dents took a different set of courses within the Potpourri.
All I had to do was match the courses for question 2 on the
evaluation with those on the file card I used to keep track
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of each student's courses and I could identify who filled out
the questionnaires. Although this process may constitute
somewhat of a deception on my part toward the students, it
proved valuable to identify who had filled out the question-
naires. I was able to do mere of an interpretation of the
results than I would otherwise have been able to do, as well
as to correlate the follow-up evaluations on the Potpourri
by the students after they had taught. And, since the
evaluation results were tabulated by computer, the objecti-
vity of the raw results was in no way affected by my knowing
who filled out each questionnaire.
As with the written evaluations, those results from
the evaluation questionnaire that could be useful to the
instructors were sent to all instructors. The format by
which this was done is found in Appendix C.
Spring 1972
The evaluation procedures for the Spring 1972 Methods
Potpourri were similar in most respects to those used during
the fall. Only the evaluation questionnaire underwent signi-
ficant change and these changes will be discussed shortly.
I continued to seek informal evaluation through student
comments on how they were enjoying the courses, particularly
the new offerings. With many more students this semester
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and feeling reasonably confident that the Methods Potpourri
approach was succeeding, I felt less need to pursue offhand
information quite as much as I had during the fall. Never-
theless, it was still an important part of my total approach
to the Potpourri.
After each session of courses, the students again
the written evaluation sheet that was used in the
tall. As before, the total evaluations for any one course
a good idea of the extent to which it had succeeded
in the eyes of the students. One somewhat interesting trend that
showed up in many of the written evaluations this semester
was a pronounced split in student opinion concerning certain
courses. Half the evaluations would be extremely positive
about a course while the other half were very unenthusiastic
or negative. It was a puzzling result, although I can
suggest several reasons for it. The first was that being
well along in the school year, some students were losing
interest in their courses and these particular courses seemed
not to stimulate them. A second and stronger factor was
student reaction to the approach and style of the instructor;
some students liked the approach used by the instructor while
others found it frustrating to deal with. My awareness of
this situation was heightened by an additional method that I
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used to evaluate some of the Potpourri courses.
At the start of the semester, I decided to sit in on
one Methods Potpourri course each session. I was both
interested in learning some new knowledge and interested in
closely observing how typical classes went from beginning to
end. I felt the closer I got to the teaching the better I
would be able to interpret student evaluation of the Methods
Potpourri. My luck at choosing courses was probably similar
to that of most students. I greatly enjoyed one course I
chose, found a second worthwhile, and although learning some-
thing in the third, found it so boring and redundant that it
taxed my patience to stay with it. This last course was one
of those courses that half the students rated good and half
rated poor when they filled out the evaluation. Those who
were less than happy with it complained (as I did) that while
useful information was given out, the instructor monopolized
the class with boring lectures and unnecessary repetition.
Those who gave the course favorable comments evidently did
not mind sitting through a non-participative experience to
get this information. Similar differences in opinion about
what makes a class enjoyable probably explains variations in
student comment about other courses.
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The spring 1972 evaluation questionnaire (see Appen-
dix D) differed from the fall 1971 questionnaire in two ways.
First, certain questions were dropped. The question concern-
ing the coverage of subject areas in the course was dropped
since I already knew I needed to offer more courses in major
subjects and was doing the best I could at this. Also
dropped was the question determining the reasons that
influenced the choice of courses in the Methods Potpourri by
students. The results of this question on the fall evalua-
tion had been sufficient. Secondly, I included a new and
detailed question asking students to check off statements
pertaining to positive and negative characteristics of each
course and instructor they had. The addition of these state-
ments analyzing the positive and negative characteristics of
each course meant that the courses were now being evaluated
in four different ways: informal evaluation, written evalua-
tion, rating scale evaluation, and characteristic evaluation.
A combination of the four tended to prevent any one evaluation
method from distorting the nature of the course and tne
extent of student satisfaction with it.
In addition to the above question, I added two other
short questions for information purposes on the course as a
whole. One question asked students how accurate the course
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descriptions were that appeared in the catalogs from which
they chose their courses. A second question asked those who
had been placed in a course they did not really want to take
whether they had found that course to be worthwhile after
all.
Students again seemed to have little trouble filling
out the evaluation questionnaire except for the questions on
strong and weak characteristics of a course and teacher.
Here the format seemed too cumbersome and many students did
not do a thorough job of answering the question as asked.
Collecting all the questionnaires again took nearly two
months, although students were told long in advance that the
evaluation was required for credit in the course. One seem-
ingly positive aspect of those evaluations turned in late
was the tendency to have more miscellaneous comments.
Whether or not these students were trying to atone for their
tardiness, the comments were welcomed.
Follow-up Evaluation - Spring 1972
Toward the end of the spring semester, I drew up an
evaluation for students who had taken the Methods Potpourri
in the fall and were now completing their student teaching.
This follow-up evaluation (Appendix E) was sent to 46 students,
75
all of whom had taken at least three
Potpourri during the fall semester.
courses in the Methods
This number represented
all of the known students in the Individualized Program who
were student teaching in the spring. Of the 46
,
28 or 61 per
cent returned the questionnaire. No effort was made beyond
the initial mailing to obtain a higher return of question-
naires as I felt the sample returned was both sufficient in
number and in freely stated opinion.
The evaluation consisted of four questions for the
student to answer. The first asked for written comments on
the usefulness of the Methods Potpourri course in preparing
the student for his or her teaching experience. Six areas
were suggested for students to focus their comments on.
These areas were: adjustment to the school environment,
familiarity with school curriculum, awareness of how students
behave, ability to get along with teachers, students, princi-
pals, parents, etc., knowledge of what was being taught, and
satisfaction with the teaching experience. To elicit as
much comment as possible on this question, I placed it first
on the questionnaire. The other questions dealt with courses
the student felt had been particularly valuable to the
teaching experience, a comparison of hew students rated
courses for interest, learning and practical value now and
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last fall, and a check to see when they felt Methods courses
were most valuable.
Fall 1972
The evaluation procedures for the fall 1972 Methods
Potpourri were again similar to previous evaluations. How-
ever, changes in the course format and in the structure of
the undergraduate education major meant new interest for me
in the evaluation results. I looked forward to learning
what effects the lower enrollments might have on the courses
this semester. The number of students taking the course was
only slightly lower than the number taking the course in the
fall of 1971 (150 to 160)
,
but the number of modules they
were taking was a lot lower (460 to 700). This meant we
offered only 25 courses instead of the 34 we offered the
previous fall and I felt that a greater percentage of these
25 courses were of a high quality. On the other hand, with
TPPC programs running more efficiently and with undergraduate
satisfaction with the School of Education running higher than
before, I wondered if the Potpourri classes were still hold-
ing their own with other courses and hoped the evaluation
would answer this question.
While I continued to make some effort to gather
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informal evaluation, I did not obtain as much Qf , fc ^
due, first of all, to my confidence that most of the courses
were going wel] and, secondly, through a lessened amount of
interaction with those in the course due to the change from
three sessions to two. Casual conversations with students
did indicate that interest was high in most of the courses.
Only one course was really mentioned as not getting at
worthwhile material and here the implication was not on the
instruction but on the content. On the basis of most stu-
dent remarks, the Methods Potpourri seemed to be functioning
more smoothly than ever this time around.
The written evaluations were similar to those of the
past two Potpourris. Again, they expressed divided opinion
about many courses, with reasons for these opinions clearly
noted by many of those writing the evaluations. An example
of the evaluation of one course can be read in Appendix I.
These evaluations are for an instructor who had given the
same course before and had received very high ratings from
those who had taken the course. This time the course did not
enjoy the success it had had before, although for some it
continued to be a good experience. A noticeable number of
the dissatisfied students were not happy with the teacher-
centered approach used by the instructor, a factor not
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objected to in prior editions of the course. in reading
the student comments one can also see that for every student
who complained about some aspect of the course there was
someone else who singled out that same aspect for praise.
Most of the other courses did not have as many nega-
tive remarks as did the above course. The low rating this
course received on the evaluation questionnaire may indicate
that the other courses were better for the most part this
semester and this once successful course just couldn't keep
up with the others. The other concurrent explanation is that
a change in many students' interests swung them away from the
ture— type approach and toward a student—centered
,
activity-
oriented type of course.
The written evaluations were again distributed to the
respective instructors for their information. For the second
half of the course, the ratings from question 2 on the
evaluation questionnaire were sent along with the written
evaluations. Although I have not tried to correlate written
evaluations with course ratings, it appears that such
correlations might be misleading at times. Many students
seem to voice small objections and ways of improving a
course on the written evaluation that do not reflect their
actual satisfaction with the course. In these cases the
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course is rated higher than one might imagine from reading
the written evaluations.
The evaluation questionnaire for the fall of 1972
(see Appendix F) had several changes from the previous
edition. Question 6 on the spring 1972 evaluation concern-
ing the reactions of students who were put into courses they
did not desire was dropped. I modified question 7 which
had previously asked for a comparison of Methods Potpourri
courses with other courses students took at the School of
Education. This was done because few other methods courses
of a comparable nature to the Potpourri existed any more and
I was interested now in comparing the current Potpourri with
past editions. Many students had now taken courses in the
Potpourri for more than one semester and could be expected to
have an opinion on this question. Finally, I dropped the
question asking students whether they felt the Methods Pot-
pourri courses were useful preparation for teaching. I had
two semesters of data on this question and was doubtful of
how important or valid this question was at this point any-
way.
In terms of additions, this evaluation questionnaire
included a major revision of the questions dealing with
course and teaching characteristics. The format used on the
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previous questionnaire listed the positive and negative
statements separately on two pages. Students wrote the
course name below each statement that pertained to that
particular course and teacher. After reviewing the results
that came from using that format it was clear that improve-
ments were needed to elicit more responses of a more accu-
rate nature from students. The improvements were aimed at
presenting a clearer and easier process for students to
use in describing a course and teacher. Instead of two
sheets of statements, the twcj> sets of statements were
placed together on one sheet. To eliminate confusion and
enable the evaluating student to focus on one course at a
time, separate but identical sheets of statements were
included for each course. Students then had merely to place
a check beside those statements they felt described the
course and teacher.
These changes in format seemed to help considerably
in gathering more information of a precise nature concerning
the characteristics of each teacher and course. Students
were more specific in their comments. While in the Spring
1972 evaluation many had checked one statement for all the
courses they took, and others did not bother to make any
comment on the negative statement sheet, most students now
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checked statements independently for every course and made
at least a few comments on the negative half unless they
particularly enjoyed a course. In checking the positive
statements
,
many students checked nearly every statement
listed for a course they greatly enjoyed. However, in
doing so, they always left out two statements which if
checked would have contradicted others they had checked. In
this way I could tell that they were discriminating between
the items presented rather than checking statements at
random. The average number of items checked per course was
much higher than on the prior evaluation; 10.4 versus 3.9
for the positive statements and 1.9 versus .8 for the
negative statements. Much of this I feel was due to an
easier-to-handle format, but better courses this semester
may also have accounted for the greater increase in posi-
tive statements.
The statements themselves for this question which
describe the course and teacher behaviors were altered in
part from those on the Spring 1972 evaluation. The state-
ments were now worded and conceived to more accurately
reflect as many of the conditions (now precisely stated) as
it was possible to measure by this technique. Each condi-
tion that could be evaluated by such statements was covered
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by two or three statements of a similar nature. For example,
statement 10 (The instructor made an effort to know students
m the course.) and statement 13 (The instructor related
personally to the class.) both measured condition 11 but
from a slightly different angle. Statement 13 also pro-
vided an evaluation of condition 8. The statements them-
selves were kept as precise as possible.
edition of the evaluation questionnaire was
filled out by 138 of 150 students enrolled in the Methods
Potpourri. 134 questionnaires were received within a month
of the end of the course. Twelve of the remaining sixteen
students took only one course and were not required to fill
out the evaluation while four students turned in the evalua-
tion so late I did not include these in the results. Instruc-
tors were again sent the results of the evaluation for their
information. They received the statements for question 7
and a printout of results of the data collected for this
question. They also were given data for question 2 (see
page 256/ Appendix F) . These results constituted the most
thorough return of information regarding the instructor and
his or her class of the three semesters of the Methods Pot-
pourri .
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Follow—up Evaluation — Spring 1973
In the spring of 1973, two follow-up evaluations
were sent out to former Potpourri students. One of these
evaluations went to those who had taught during the fall 197 2
semester, while the other went to those who were currently
doing their student teaching. These evaluation question-
naires were very different from the follow-up evaluation
sent out to a similar group in the spring of 1972. The
difference lay in a narrowing down of the area I was trying
to evaluate. On the spring 1972 follow-up evaluation, I
had asked if the Methods Potpourri courses had helped stu-
dents to improve their skills in a wide variety of teaching
areas. The response of most students had been that they had
not helped much, if any. This time I concentrated on a more
realistic approach. The main objective of the evaluations
that went out to students who taught during the fall of 1972
or spring of 197 3 was an attempt to determine if the courses
had been helpful preparation and how helpful they were in
comparison to other education courses. No attempt was made
to suggest the Potpourri courses could have helped students
in all areas of their student teaching experience as had been
done on the previous follow-up evaluation. In addition, I
did not have students re-evaluate the courses they had taken
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in the Potpourri, since nearly a year had yone by since many
took these courses. A copy of these questionnaires and
introductory letters can be found in Appendix H.
The first questionnaire was sent out to nearly every-
one who had been in the Methods Potpourri and did student
teaching in the fall of 1972 and who was either still enrolled
at U. Mass, or had graduated in February of 1973. Of the 60
questionnaires sent out, 40 were received back without a
follow-up. Another four were received after a phone call or
other reminder. This represented a return of 73 per cent of
the questionnaires. All but two seemed to be filled out with
an adequate degree of concern for the information asked.
I
The second questionnaire was sent or given to nearly
everyone who had taken courses in the Methods Potpourri and
who was teaching during the spring 1973 semester. I visited
and handed out questionnaires to the students who were teach-
ing in Amherst. The rest were mailed out, many of these
going to the homes of students who were soon to return from
student teaching sites far away from the U. Mass, campus.
The return on this questionnaire was very good for the stu-
dents I handed them to in person, 79 per cent, but not nearly
as good for the others, 43 per cent. The overall return per-
centage was 68 per cent.
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This chapter has traced the development of the evalu
ation techniques and instruments used in the first three
semesters of the Methods Potpourri. The results of informal
evaluation and the written evaluation have been dealt with
here. The following chapter will detail the results and
possible trends indicated by the data and other information
collected on the evaluation questionnaires and follow-up
evaluations
.
CHAPTER IV
A STUDY OF THE METHODS POTPOURRI EVALUATIONS
During the first three semesters of the Methods Pot-
pourri, I collected a large amount of evaluation data from
students who were taking the Methods Potpourri. I also
collected additional data from students who had interned
after taking the Methods Potpourri. This chapter seeks to
summarize the results of this evaluation. A great strength
of the evaluation lies in the high percentage of students
and course modules that are covered by the data. Eighty-
seven per cent or 459 of the students who took courses in
the Methods Potpourri are included in the results given in
this chapter. In addition, 93 per cent or 1875 of the
course modules taken by students are accounted for in the
results. On the follow-up evaluations, a total of 68 per
cent or 99 students replied to one of the three question-
naires. The results of all these evaluations are covered
in this chapter.
The discussion of the evaluation data that follows
is done by examining separately the results of each evaluation
instrument. Where questions were repeated on more than one
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questionnaire, a summary of new data is given as well as an
overall summary of data for that question. Complete copies
of the instruments used and the tabulated results may be
found in Appendices C through H. Most of the results
commented on below reflect a simple tabulation of student
responses to each question asked. There has been no attempt
to do an in-depth analysis of those parts of the data that
lend themselves to this approach. Further, the reader is
warned that no attempt has been made to validate any of the
following results by statistical tests. Instead, a cursory
analysis has been done with the results of certain questions,
and trends in teaching and student evaluation have been
suggested.
The Evaluation Questionnaire - Fall 1971
Each question on the fall 1971 questionnaire was
tabulated by computer except for question 3 and the written
comments. Question 3, which asked students to check off
those subject areas in which there should be a greater
selection of offerings, was left out because its results, as
mentioned in Chapter III, would have been of little value at
the time. The written comments were summarized and are given
following the other results. Students were asked not to put
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their names on the questionnaires but, as mentioned earlier,
I was able to identify those who filled out each question-
naire. By doing this I gained an added perspective to the
straight computer results, making the whole evaluation a bit
more meaningful and interpretive. The questions and analysis
of each follows below:
Question 1 merely asked students to identify the
TPPC program they were in. For the 1971-72 school year, the
great majority of students were in the Individualized Pro-
gram so this question was not really a variable until the
following school year after the Individualized Program had
been phased out.
Question 2, because it involves more than a simple
response, is reprinted below for the reader's convenience in
understanding the question and the results from it.
2. Please list below in the spaces on the left each
of the courses you took in the Methods Potpourri.
(Use the abbreviations on the attached sheet in
listing the courses.)
In the three columns to the right of the course
names evaluate each course you took in terms of
the following:
1. Your interest and enjoyment in the course.
2. The amount of learning you experienced in the
course
.
3. The practical value of the course.
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Use the following scale
items
.
to record your responses to these
l=High
Course
2 Medium High 3=Medium 4=Medium Low 5=Low
Name
. Interest Learning Practical Value
1
2
3
4
5_
6
This was the only question to involve more than a
simple tabulation of the data. The results may be found in
figure 1. The evaluations for interest, learning, and
practical value were added and averaged for each course. In
addition, an average of these three variables was computed
for each course. This process was repeated to give an over-
all average for all courses taught by faculty, graduate
students, and teachers respectively. The overall course
average for all three variables was 1.98 on a 1-5 (l=High)
scale. Split into variables, interest received a rating of
1.95; learning, 2.12; and practical value, 1.89.
It should be pointed out that students used differ-
ent ranges cf the rating scale when answering this question.
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Figure 1
Results of Question 2 on the Fall 1971 Evaluation Questionaire
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.
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,
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2
.
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For example, in using the 1-5 scale for rating each course
for the three separate variables, some used a very narrow
range when rating their courses, i,e., all ones, twos, or
threes, Others tended toward extremes within a course such
as 1-5-1, while others rated different courses at extremes,
i.e., l-l-i and 5-5-5. The> number of responses collected
was large, however, and meant some evening out of these
factors. Nevertheless, they should be kept in mind.
The results obtained from question 2 were the most
complex and interesting of the questionnaire. Using the
scale of 1-5 (1-High) students very definitely discriminated
among the courses they took for the variables of interest,
I
learning, and practical value. Differences also showed up
among student perceptions of faculty (2.14), graduate stu-
dents (2.01)
,
and public school teachers (1.88) who instruc-
ted the courses, particularly in the areas of learning and
practical value. In the case of these results, public school
teachers received the highest overall rating, followed by
graduate students and faculty. Each instructor category,
however, had about the same number of highly evaluated
courses (1.78 or below). Since the sample for each instruc-
tor category was smaller than that for the entire course and
since most of the overall ratings for instructor category
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came out quite close to each other, it did not seem wise at
this point to make a definite statement about the effective-
ness of each group as methods instructors in the Potpourri.
A major criticism of past methods courses was that
they included too much theoretical and not enough practical
information. One objective of the Methods Potpourri was to
improve the practical value of methods courses. The high
rating the practical value variable received on question 2
seemed to indicate that this objective was being met. In
only one course did students rate practical value lowest
of the three variables. In over half of the courses practi-
cal value was rated highest of the three variables.
In comparing the ratings of the three variables,
practical value and interest appeared to correlate more
closely than other combinations of the three variables.
Interest was a close second to practical value while learn-
ing was lowest of the three in 22 out of 30 courses. The
low value for learning seemed logical since it would seem
that shorter courses would help increase interest but with
only five weeks of class students would feel they had
learned less compared to the standard 3 credit course.
Question 4 sought to evaluate the reasons that led
students to choose the courses they took. Six reasons were
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listed. Three of these were pedagogical by nature, while
the others were reasons dictated more by convenience, stu
dents were asked first to check the major reason and then
to check any other reasons that influenced their choices.
The results are as follows:
Main Secondary
65 45 The subject seemed essential for my background
as a teacher.
22
33
0
2
78
70
3
37
The meeting time was convenient.
The course description or title interested
me in taking the course.
A friend influenced me in making my choices.
I heard or felt the instructor would be very
good
.
1 6 It required very little time enabling me to
do more important things.
As can be seen from the results, the time at which
a course is offered, while not the most important factor, is
relatively important in the course selection process. This
is valuable to know although in the case of the Methods Pot-
pourri courses, it was not always possible to control the
time scheduling.
Question 5 asked students to compare the Methods
Potpourri courses with other methods courses they had taken
at the School of Education during the current semester or
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previously. of those who had taken other methods courses
35 felt the Methods Potpourri courses were better, 12 felt
they were about the same, and only three felt they were
worse. This indicates quite strongly that the students felt
their courses in the Methods Potpourri were better as a
whole than other methods courses they had taken. The use of
the term "better" is open to interpretation. This matter is
taken up in later Potpourri evaluations when course character-
istics are identified and students describe what they feel
successful or "better" courses consist of.
Question 6 asked if students felt the Methods Pot-
pourri courses had given them useful preparation for student
teaching or their first teaching assignment. Of those reply-
ing, 56 said yes, 74 said somewhat, and eight said no. These
results were the most tentative part of the evaluation.
Whether or not most students saw these methods courses as
having prepared them a good deal or only somewhat for teach-
ing is a feeling that could completely change in their minds
after they reached the classroom. At this point, I suspected
the change would be in the direction of being less well pre-
pared .
Questions 7 and 8 sought to determine whether stu-
dents who had taught, felt methods courses should be taken
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be.ore, dunng
, or after their student teaching. The number
of students who had already taught did not provide a signi-
ficant sample. As more data is gathered on succeeding
questionnaires
, this information should become more valid.
Question 9 asked students to make any other comments
they felt necessary about the Methods Potpourri on the reverse
side of their questionnaire.
a third of the students did make comments that
were meaningful to me in evaluating the success of the
course. These comments are summarized by number of respon-
ses and general area as follows:
Student liked the variety and choice of differ-
ent courses and instructors.
(8) Student felt the course was one of the best he
or she had taken.
(7) Student wished he or she could have taken more
courses
.
(6) Methods Potpourri was well organized.
(6) Courses were short, did not drag, and presented
good information.
(5) Courses should have gone into more depth of
subject matter.
(4) Instructors in courses were exciting.
(3) Courses needed to be more practical.
(2) Courses were improved from last year's methods
offerings
.
96
These comments seemed to indicate that the most
serious fault of the Methods Potpourri for the fall semester
had been the inability of some students to take the courses
they wanted to take due to conflicts in schedules. This
complaint was hard to remedy except for more courses at
more times. Another area that brought dissatisfaction was
the desire to have the courses last longer. This was not
considered a serious complaint. Students probably meant
they wanted the courses they enjoyed the most to last longer,
though in these courses the instructors had delivered most
of what they had to offer in the five weeks time and a
longer period might have prolonged the course without that
much greater input. It is doubtful many students wanted the
courses they did not find worthwhile, to last longer. Most
of the other areas of comment do not need discussion since
they praised those areas in which we had tried to succeed.
In respect to the next semester, these evaluations
results, along with everything we had learned in the process
of running the first Methods Potpourri, left us with a good
deal of confidence with which to tackle our second semester
of the Methods Potpourri.
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The Evaluation Questionnaire
- Spring 1972
The data for this questionnaire were tabulated in
the same way as that of the fall. All but the results of
question 1, which identified each student's program, are
discussed here.
The results of question 2, as seen in figure 2,
turned out much the same as the results for the fall semester.
The response was larger this time, particularly for the
courses taught by graduate students. The overall average
value for the variables of interest, learning, and practical
value was 2.00. This was extremely close to the 1.98 rating
for the fall courses. Once again, practical value had the
highest overall rating (1.92), interest was next highest
(1.98), and learning was lowest (2.11). Again, in over half
the courses practical value was rated highest and learning
lowest. Among the three categories of instructors, the
public school teachers again had the highest rating (1.87),
but the graduate students and faculty reversed their posi-
tions of the fall. This time, the faculty received the
second highest rating (1.98) and the graduate students the
lowest (2.08). This reversal in the ratings seems to
reflect that what matters is who is teaching the individual
course and not whether the instructor is a graduate student
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Figure 2
Results of Question 2 on the Spring 1972 Evaluation Questionaire
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or faculty member.
Other possible explanations for the faculty improve-
ment this semester exist. Two of the three courses rated
lowest by students in the fall and not repeated in the spring
were taught by faculty members. Also, all of the spring
courses that were put together on short notice were taught
by graduate students. These two factors seem sufficient to
explain the improvements of faculty ratings over those of
graduate students in the spring Methods Potpourri. Courses
taught by graduate students could be very successful as
five of the seven highest rated courses were instructed by
graduates. However, seven of the eight lowest rated courses
were also given by graduate students. Faculty members were
not represented in either category this time. Once again,
the greatest spread in ratings among the three variables
showed up in practical value where the public school teachers
rated 1.75 to 2.01 for the graduate students. Practical
value and interest again related most closely of the three
variables
.
Skipping the results of questions three and four for
the moment, question five served as a check on how accurate
students thought the course descriptions were for the courses
they had taken. The results of this question were fairly
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positive, with 140 students feeling that the descriptions
were reasonably accurate, 29 feeling some were accurate and
some inaccurate, and only 12 feeling they were often inaccu-
rate.
Question 6 attempted to find out how students reacted
to courses they preferred not to take but had to take for a
variety of reasons such as time conflicts, earlier choices
all filled, or choosing courses late. with little idea what
the results of this would be, I was pleasantly surprised to
see that about 60 per cent of the time the course was judged
to have been worth taking. As a result of this, I felt less
reluctant in the future to assign students to courses they
had not specifically wanted to take.
Questions 7 and 8 were exact repeats from the fall
questionnaire. Students again rated the Methods Potpourri
courses much more favorably than other methods courses,
although there was a slightly smaller difference between the
two than in the fall semester. At the same time, students
felt that the spring Methods Potpourri courses had prepared
them slightly better for teaching.
On the fall evaluation questionnaire, there was very
little data from students who had taught regarding the most
useful time for taking methods courses. The spring Potpourri
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included 76 students who had taught, however, so their
replies to questions 9 and 10 added considerably to the
previously collected data. Of those answering these ques-
tions in the fall and spring, 27 thought methods courses
were of most value before teaching, 28 during teaching, and
24 after teaching. There were 18 students who felt a com-
bination of the three possible times was the best way of
taking methods courses. These combined results indicate
an extremely equal division of thought by students on when
it is best to take methods courses.
The final question on the evaluation sheet again
asked students to make additional comments they felt neces-
sary. Slightly over one-third of the students made some
meaningful comment that either conveyed an approval of the
course or voiced feelings of how the Potpourri and its
courses could be improved. There seemed to be no tendency
on the part of a specific group of students such as those who
had already taught or those who were
, not in the Individual-
ized Program to be any more positive or negative about the
Methods Potpourri.
Overall there were about twice as many favorable
comments as there were negative comments. These comments
are grouped below and the number of responses to each
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category is listed to the left of the page.
(18) Enjoyed and/or found the courses worthwhile(courses also variously described as helpful,
useful
,
practical
, improved).
(12) Times courses given were bad; not enough
variety of times, courses scheduled at incon-
venient times, courses should be scheduled in
advance
.
(11) Found being exposed to a variety of courses
and subject areas useful, wanted to take more
courses
(5) The sign-up process should be improved.
(5) Length of courses too short, two instead of
three sessions would be better.
(5) Courses not practical enough, integrate with
classroom, need more interest and content in
courses
(4 ) Didn't get money's worth from lab fee.
(3) Being able to choose courses helpful.
(3) Need more courses in the core subjects.
(2) Student could concentrate on weak areas.
(2) Actual involvement in courses was helpful.
(2) Should take two sets of methods; before and
after teaching.
As in the fall the major area of dissatisfaction was
in the scheduling of courses and the length of courses, areas
I was already hoping to improve for the next year's Potpourri.
The large proportion of comments stressing satisfaction with
103
the courses left us feeling satisfied, however.
I have chosen to discuss questions 3 and 4 (figures
3 and 4) last since they really form a fourth area of evalu-
ation. Whereas the other questions related more to the
course as a whole and gathered information that was easily
interpreted (except for question 2, perhaps) questions 3 and
4 are complex and deal with evaluating specific characteris-
tics of each teacher and course. A detailed discussion and
interpretation of these two questions (actually a set of
positive and negative statements that may apply to teacher
and course) is beyond the scope of this dissertation. At
this point in the development of evaluation these two
questions served more as a trial run for a refined approach
on the fall 1972 questionnaire. Since the conditions for
the Potpourri were still undergoing clarification, the
information asked was not entirely along the line of the
finalized conditions. This did not mean that the information
was not useful feedback. It was, and in some cases informa-
tion was obtained which I did not feel it necessary to ask
for again, thereby cutting down the unwieldiness in the fall
197 2 questionnaire. Most important was what I learned about
altering the format of these two questions to obtain more
significant results on the fall 1972 questionnaire.
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1_
2
3_
4_
5_
6
_
7
8_
9_
10
_
11
i2_
13_
14
15
_
16
Ihe instructor organized and initiated course, activities.
— The method used to present the course was mainly lecture.
— ihe method used to present the course Included a lot of student participation
—The students were able to structure many course activities on their own.
—
1 1: wou;M havc been worthwhile to take the. course for longer than 5 weeks.
—
The course was exactly right for the period of: time it. covered.
The instructor maintained a low level of structure in the course.
Thf* instructor maintained a high level of structure in the course.
— Th<? instructor was competent in his/her knowledge of the sub loot matter.
The conditions the class met under increased the instructor’s effectiveness.
The instructor related personally to the class.
The course was geared for students who had not: taught.
_] he course was geared for students who had already taught.
The course encouraged confidence within you to teach.
The instructor remained personally apart from the students.
The course stressed useable subject matter and methods.
1/ The instructor was not overly enthusiastic.
1.8 The course gave useful information not presented in oltier education courses.
19 The course was worthwhile but had little value as a teaching methods course.
20 The instructor was dynamic and exciting.
21
_
The l.id'viudal class periods were the right length.
22
Other favorable char.icteristi.es:
Figure 3
List of Positive Statements for the Spring 1972 Methods Potpourri Courses
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1
^
The ln structor organized and initiated course activities.
2
-
The me thod used to present the course was mainly lecture.
3 The niethod ^ present the course included a lot of student participation
4 1)101 s tuden i:s were able to structure many course activities on their own.
5 The individual classes were too long.
6 The individual classes were too short.
7 The course.' was drawn out to f ill up the five weeks time.
8 The instructor maintained a low level of structure in the course.
9 The instructor maintained a high level of structure in the course.
o t3 O conditions the class met under hindered the instructor's effectiveness.
11 The instructor remained personally apart from the. students.
12 The course was geared for students who had not taught.
13 The course was geared for students who had aireadv taught.
14 The course included little that could be used in the classroom.
15 The instructor related personally to the class.
] 6 Th e course was worthwhile but had little value as a teaching methods course.
1 7 'The. instructor was not overly enthusiastic.
18 'Hie instructor did not seem well, informed of the. area being taught
.
19 'Die course gave little feeling of confidence to teach.
20 The instructor was dynamic and exciting.
2
1 0 1 ’ * e r tm .favorah la chr.racte r i s t i cs :
Figure 4
List of Negative Statements for the Spring 1972 Methods Potpourri Courses
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No serious attempt was made to analyze the informa-
tion obtained from questions 3 and 4 in any great detail.
Rather, this information (figures 5 and 6) was returned in
its raw form to instructors in the spring Methods Potpourri
to provide them with a profile of how the students perceived
their course and teaching style. It should be said that
while the two categories can be summarized as "points liked"
and "points disliked", this did not necessarily mean that a
check under points disliked was a negative comment on a course
or teacher and vice versa for points liked. For example, if
under points disliked a student checked the statement "the
individual classes were too short", this would seem to
indicate that the instructor was doing a good job because
the student would have liked a longer class period. In
general, the instructor was aware of what he or she was
attempting to do in the class and could interpret these
results accordingly.
A quick glance at some of the data from these two
questions indicates a few tentative trends when compared
with the ratings for question 2. There seems to be some
correlation between the top rated courses and the statements
in question 3 that received the most comments. Six of the
eight courses that were ranked highest used a participative
COURSE
NO.
TtL
*v
t
Figure 5
Summary of Positive Course Characteristics
- Spring 1972
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Figure 6
Summary of Negative Course Characteristiics - Spring 1972
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approach and received a high percentage of comments on
statements 1, 3, 5, 9, 11, and 16. To summarize these
statements, it would seem that the most successful instruc-
tors in the spring 197 2 Methods Potpourri were competent in
their subject matter knowledge and related personally to the
students. These instructors organized and initiated class
activities with useable methods and subject material and
allowed for a lot of student participation in the classes.
Students would have liked to have taken the courses for a
longer time.
Two courses ranked in the top eight used mainly the
lecture approach. One of the courses ranked high in state-
ment 2 (lecture approach) instead of 1 and 3, while the
other course seemed significant for the number of times
statement 18 was checked (course gave information not
received in other courses) . Concerning points disliked, all
of these eight courses received a low number of comments.
In the overall total of the statements checked to
describe points liked about courses, the above-mentioned
statements (except number 2) were chosen more frequently
than any other statements.
Among the statements describing points disliked
about a course, number 5 (The individual classes were too
long.) was chosen nearly twice as often as any other. The
112
next most frequently chosen statements were 2, 7, 11, 14 f and
17. This, and the rest of the above information was helpful
in describing the characteristics of a course and its
teacher and encouraged me to revise the questionnaire to do
^ hotter job of gathering information for the fall Potpourri.
The Follow-up Evaluation - Spring 1972
Response to this questionnaire which was sent to
students teaching in the spring of 197 2 was quite good
(61%)
,
especially in the area of written remarks concerning
the methods courses and their impact upon the student
teaching experience. The first question asked students to
comment on how well the Methods Potpourri courses did or
did not help prepare them for their student teaching. As a
guide, six areas were suggested for comment. These areas
and a summary of student comment for each area follow:
1. Adjustment to school environment . Responses
here were almost unanimous that the methods
courses had not been helpful in this area.
Nearly all who commented to this effect felt
that the methods courses should not be expected
to assist in a student's adjustment to a school
environment. This was something students had to
113
do on their own, although pre-practicum exper-
iences would help.
2 * Familiarity with subject curriculum
. The respon-
ses here were extremely varied. Some felt many
of their Potpourri courses were very helpful in
this area, others that they were of some use,
and several that they stressed the wrong types
of curricula and curriculm projects and were not
specific to curricula they were working with in
their schools. One paradoxical comment by a
student stated that the methods courses dealt
with innovative approaches that were in use at
the student's school and were thus of little
value since she would have learned all that in
her teaching anyway!
3. Awareness of how the students behave . This was
another area in which students felt the Potpourri
courses offered little help. While many felt
this should be remedied by offering a course in
discipline and behavior, others felt that only
classroom experience could prepare the teacher.
4 . Ability to get along with teachers, students ,
principals, parent^ etc. There was not much
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comment on this area but, again, students did not
see much that they did or we could do to help
them out in this area. Those who had taken the
course that dealt with this area did find it
useful preparation.
5. Knowledge of what was being taught . This was
another area that elicited varied opinion. None
of the students felt that they had received ade-
quate knowledge of the basic subject matter that
was being taught in all areas. Some felt they
were knowledgeable in some areas but not in
others. Some felt they had learned not so much
the core curriculum, but additional activities
that helped them go beyond the set curriculum.
This they found helpful. There were several
comments that there needed to be more emphasis
on the use of practical materials, especially
in the basic subjects of reading, math, social
studies, and science.
6 . Satisfaction with the teaching experience you had
Although student comments in other areas implied
the Methods courses were only a small help in
preparing them to teach, nearly all who replied
115
felt the teaching experience was a great oppor-
tunity which they enjoyed. Many commented that
more classroom experience prior to the actual
student teaching experience was needed and if
methods could be combined with this so much the
better
.
Apart from the above six areas, the general trend of
opinion was that the Methods Potpourri courses did not do
enough to prepare the student for teaching but that many of
the courses were worthwhile. The best courses were those
with enthusiastic instructors who let students participate
while those courses that were poorly organized were least
valuable. The sharing of ideas and experiences with instruc-
tors and with students who had already taught was found most
helpful. The diversity of comments reflected the fact that
each student had taken a unique set of methods courses and
had then taught in a unique school and cooperating teacher
situation
.
The second question asked the returning student
teachers which Methods Potpourri course best prepared them
for their experience in the classroom and which course pro
vided the least preparation. A math course taught by Betsy
Waterman was most often mentioned as a helpful course while
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social studies with Phil Woodruff was also mentioned by
several students. In analyzing these two courses it seems
they both used a student participative approach and required
students to do more specific work outside the classroom than
the other courses did. There was some dissatisfaction with
the amount of work required by the math course when the
course was given, but students revised their opinions after
they found it helped them in their teaching. Apart from the
fact that some students did not consider courses in areas
they did not want to teach in to be useful preparation, the
courses rated most useful in respect to the teaching exper-
ience were those that had received the higher ratings on the
fall evaluation, while the courses considered less useful
had received lower ratings in general. Still, there were a
significant number of exceptions indicating that every course
had some value to someone.
Question 3 was a verbatim repeat of question 2 on
the fall 1972 evaluation questionnaire. It sought to com-
pare how students rated the courses they took in the Pot-
pourri after they had taught in relation to how they rated
them before they had taught. The result was that their
rating or opinion of the courses collapsed toward the middle
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of the scale. The courses rated in the top two-thirds all
slipped a bit in their rating average (see figures 7 and 8)
,
while, with a single exception, the courses rated in the
lowest third all improved a bit in average rating value. I
interpret this as a tendency on the part of the student to
see less of a difference between the courses at a point in
time more distant from the actual experience.
The fourth and final question was also a repeat from
the fall evaluation questionnaire, it asked at what time in
relation to student teaching students felt methods courses
were most valuable. It sought to see if there was a differ-
ence of opinion between students who had taken methods
courses after they taught and students who had just taught.
There was a solid majority (21 of 27) who felt that methods
courses should be taken in part or in entirety before the
student teaching was done. A significant number (10 of 27)
felt methods courses should be taken in more than one stage
of their teaching preparation. These replies differed from
those of students answering this question on the fall and
spring evaluation questionnaires. Those students showed
only a slight preference for taking methods courses prior to
student teaching over taking them during or after student
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Figure 7
The above results are the course ratings given on the evaluation
questionnaire in December 1971 by the 28 students who returned follow-
up evaluations in May 1972.
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QUEST I ON NO, ?
COURSE MO, INTEREST
SQC ST'JD 15 1.67
REM READ 7 1 . 86
math rat 15 2.20
classman 3 2.67
skilllab 1 3.00
alt i\d 8 2.50
chilDlit 4 2.00
VAL CLAR 1 1.00
art 13 1.77
SCI PAR 7 1 . 29
SPEC ED 4 1 . 75
cjttense 2 3.50
SCI WKSP 2 1.00
math pet 2 3.50
hum ed 8 2.75
I NT&RDIS 2 2.00
H o M R E L 1 2.00
SMORGaS 5 1 .40
PUT McTH n 0.00
math SCI 5 1 .40
LANG 0=>N 4 2.25
reading 6 2.83
MUSIC 4 2.25
CuR DE \J 4 3.75
RAC I Sm 5 2.20
deaf 1 1.00
playing 3 2,33
IND READ 9 2 .56
EXP SCI 5 2.00
PRIN PER 5 1 .50
totl ave 151 2.11
faculty 23 1.91
GRADSTUD 56 2.16
TEACHERS 72 2.13
LEARN I ng PRACT I C A L VALUE ave
1.87 1.93 1.82
2.00 2.29 2.05
1.67 1 . 87 1.91
1 .33 2.33 2.11
3.00 3.00 3,00
2.50 2.50 2.5 0
3.00 3.00 2.67
1.00 1.00 1.00
1.92 1.85 1,85
1 .71 1.71 1.57
2.50 1.75 2.00
4.00 4.50 4.00
1.00 1.50 1.17
3.00 2.50 3,00
2.63 2.50 2,63
1 .50 2.50 2,00
3.00 2.00 2,33
1 .60 1.20 1 . 4 0
0.00 0.00 0 .00
2.00 1.80 1.73
2.50 2.25 2,33
3.00 3.17 3,00
2.25 2.50 2,33
3.50 3.75 3.67
1.80 2.80 2,27
1.00 5,00 2,33
3.33 3.00 2,89
2.89 2.33 2,59
1.80 1.60 1,80
2.00 1 .80 1,80
2.19 2.23 2.18
1 .96 2.17 2.01
2-27 2.39 2.27
2.21 2.13 2,15
Figure 8
The above results are the course ratings given on the follow-up
evaluation in May 1972.
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teaching
.
Ihis questionnaire was informative despite some
areas that had little value to the operation of the Methods
Potpourri. Although I now give less significance to many of
the areas in the first question, the comments in this section
were of considerable value. Taken as a whole, they let me
know that there was still a lot more improvement possible
in the methods courses being offered undergraduates. In
addition, many of the student comments either suggested
logical steps for improvement or caused me to think of ways
in which the Methods Potpourri for 1972-73 could be improved.
These improvements have already been described in Chapter II.
At the same time these student comments convinced me that
methods courses could not possibly live up to the high
expectations some students had for them. The sooner students
had a better understanding of what methods courses at U. Mass,
could offer them, the better off students and faculty would
be.
The Evaluation Questionnaire - Fall 1972
The fall 1972 evaluation questionnaire was stream-
lined as much as possible by eliminating non-essential
questions. It was hoped that this would make it easier for
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students to answer the questions more thoroughly.
Question 1, as on previous questionnaires, tabulated
the program affiliation of students. Unlike previous data
fo-1
- this question, this information was put to use in con-
junction with question 2 and will be explained below under
.
that question.
The results for question 2 showed some differences
this time (see figure 9) . The average value for all courses,
i
types of instructors, and categories was 1.90. In light of
the improvement that the TPPC program approach had made else-
where in students' education experiences, I felt the 1.90
rating indicated a substantial improvement overall in stu-
dent satisfaction with the group of courses offered this
semester. In analyzing this improvement in the combined
course ratings it seems the improvement did not come from
offering more courses that were rated high, but rather, from
offering fewer low rated courses. Only two courses received
ratings of greater than 2.50 whereas five and ten had
received such ratings the past fall and spring respectively.
Beyond the general improvement of the course ratings,
it is interesting to note two places in which the results
differed from those of the first two Methods Potpourris*
122
Q JEST ION NO, 2
COURSE NO
, INTEREST L E A R N I N 3 PRACTICAL \/A_UE AVE
fjt burn 21 2.57 2.62 2.67 2.62
math El 19 1 . 26 1.21 1.21 1.23
dev su: 2 f) 2.75 3.00 3.15 2,97
langarts 21 1 . 33 1.62 1.4 8 1 .49
rem Read 21 1, 76 2.19 1 .96 1,94
sci par 24 1 . 33 1.42 1.25 1.35
math *at 16 1 .94 1.81 1.69 1,81
tests 13 2 > 33 2.15 2.31 2,28
reading 19 2. 32 2.63 2.4 7 2 .49
values 10 2.10 2.23 2.30 2,20
S P E C D R A C 12 1.25 1.92 1.92 1,69
exp sci 19 1.6 3 2.00 2.11 1.91
LANG dev 19 1 .42 1.53 1.53 1.51
I N D STUD 14 2.00 2.29 1.71 2,0 0
EVAl 6 2.67 2.00 1.95 2.17
STRENGTH 19 1 . 63 1.63 1 .58 1.63
values 12 2.33 2.17 2.50 2,33
math el 17 1, 76 2.06 1.53 1.78
I\D READ 2 5 2.20 2 .60 2,28 2 , 3 6
MUS I C 16 2.06 1.94 2.13 <l' , 0 4
ART 25 1 . 40 1 .60 1.56 1,8 2
M A T H / S C I 24 1 . 54 1.53 1.50 1,54
FjT METH 5 2.00 1.50 R. 33 1,94
SCI S/-3 17 1.71 1.76 1 . 35 1 , 6
1
spec; ED 17 1.47 2.1? 1.76 1 . 78
TQTL ave 432 1.33 1.99 1 . 39 1.90
faculty 161 1 . 34 1.93 1 .30 1.87
GRAijSTJD 149 1.93 2.03 2.0 6 2.00
TEACH-RS 123 1.71 1.96 1 .30 1.82
Figure 9
Results of Question 2 on the Fall 1972 Evaluation Questionnaire
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First, the variable that received the highest rating this
time was interest and not practical value. in relation to
the overall higher course rating this time, it may be that
interest has a greater effect upon the other categories
than the categories of learning and practical value have
upon interest. In other words, if the student has high
interest in a course, he or she will rank it higher in
learning and practical value as well. Even though the
positions were reversed this time, interest and practical
value were again the most closely related variables with
learning continuing to be rated lowest of the three.
A second area where the results were somewhat differ-
ent from past evaluations was the rating for graduate students.
For the first time they did not teach the largest number of
students, but they still were rated quite a bit lower than
the public school teachers (who were tops again) and faculty.
This whole question was clouded this time by the fact that some
instructors were both graduate students and faculty members
while in some courses both a faculty member and graduate
student team taught the course. An exact split into cate-
gories by instructor was, therefore, impossible this time.
This was not important since the results backed up the fact
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that there was no significance in trying to determine which
group did the better job of instructing. This was dependent
on the individual and not the group he or she belonged to.
The difference in ratings for graduate students
versus faculty and public school teachers was particularly
large for the variable of practical value this time. This
may be a reflection of the fact that many graduate students
this semester taught courses in the Methods Potpourri for
the opportunity of trying out some new material or approach
they were working on. Undergraduates may have perceived
their courses and materials as being less practical than
most. However, again the difference in the ratings may mean
nothing in a generalized sense, only that in this particular
session graduate students did not do the best job of
instruction
.
Another new aspect of evaluating this question was
afforded by the distribution of students in programs. For
the first two semesters a large majority of students had
belonged to only one program; the Individualized Program.
Now there were several programs with ten or more students
represented in the Methods Potpourri and I evaluated the
questionnaires of each of these programs separately for the
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variables of interest, learning, and practical value.
PROGRAM STUDENTS MODULES INTEREST LEARNING
PRACTICAL
VALUE TOTAL
Off Campus 26 33 1.77 1.98 1.89 1.83
Amherst
Elementary 32 116 1.94 2.05 1.98 1.99
Future
Studies 10 39 1.85 2.13 1.82 1.93
TEPAM 14 45 1.84 1.89 1.89 1.87
Overall average for Methods Potpourri
1.83 1.99 1.89 1.90
These statistics indicate that students in the Off
Campus and TEPAM programs rated the Methods Potpourri courses
slightly above average, while those in the Amherst Elementary
and Future Studies programs rated them slightly below average.
Since a majority of those in the former programs had already
taught, while a majority of those in the latter programs had
not taught, it appears that teaching experience affects stu-
dents' perceptions of the Methods Potpourri courses in a
positive way. To gather more data on this hypothesis I split
the data for question 2 into results for those who had taught
prior to taking the Methods Potpourri and results for those
who hadn't yet taught. I did this for all three semesters
with the following results (see Appendix G for complete
results)
:
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SEMESTER STATUS STUDENTS MODULES INTEREST LEARNING VALUE TOTAL
Fall Taught 23 104 1.77 1.92 1.82 1.841971 Not Taught 115 541 1.98 2.16 1.90 2.01
All 138 645 1.94 2.12 1.89 1.98
Spring Taught 76 305 2 . 02 2.07 1.87 1.99
1972 Not Taught 111 494 1.96 2.13 1.96 2.02
All 187 799 1.98 2.11 1.92 2.00
Fall Taught 64 192 1.75 1.96 1.89 1.86
1972 Not Taught 70 240 1.90 2.01 1.89 1.93
All 134 432 1.83 1.99 1.89 1.90
The above results also indicate a trend that students
who have already done their student teaching rate courses in
the Methods Potpourri higher in value. Only one category,
that of interest on the spring 72 questionnaire, was given a
higher rating by those who had not taught than by those who
had already taught. The differences between groups on the
last two questionnaires is not large, but in light of the
amount of data used, it does seem to indicate a trend. (The
large difference for the fall 71 data involved relatively
few who had taught and may reflect the Hawthorne effect as
well
.
)
On question 3, students were again asked if course
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descriptions had been reasonably accurate. 103 students
thought they were, eight felt they were inaccurate, and
19 felt they were sometimes accurate and sometimes inaccu-
rate.
Question 4, dealing with a comparison of the Methods
Potpourri courses to other courses, was offered in slightly
altered form from past evaluations. Previously, Methods
Potpourri courses were compared with other methods courses
that taught similar subject matter. Only the format in
which the other courses were offered was different. However,
in the fall 1972 semester, other methods course offerings
of this type no longer existed since most of the TPPC pro-
grams now offered very specialized methods courses and
relied on the Potpourri for courses of a more general nature.
For this reason, I revised the question to indicate whether
students felt the current Potpourri offerings were of a
better quality than those they had taken last year. Of the
24 students who had prior experience in the Methods Potpourri,
12 felt the courses they had taken this time were better
while 12 felt they were the same. No one felt they were
worse than before. These results added further to my feel-
ings that the Potpourri courses were on the whole better
than in the past and even more so than the ratings of
question 2 showed them to be.
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Questions 5 and 6 repeated the matter of when it
was best to take methods courses. Nearly half the respon-
dents to this evaluation had already done their student
teaching and their answers added considerably to the data
for question 6. Within this group of 64 students the choice
was pretty evenly split. Eighteen listed before, 19 during,
and 16 after teaching as the best time to take methods in
relation to student teaching. Thirteen listed combinations
of the three alternatives as being of most value. Again,
when these results were added to previous data all indica-
tions were that there is no clear-cut time favored by the
majority as to when methods courses are of most value.
The second part of question 7 asked for additional
comments students might have. Space was left, as on past
questionnaires, for these comments, but only five of the
134 questionnaires contained written comment. This was a
small number when compared to the number of students who
wrote comments on previous questionnaires. It was probably
due to the fact that students were asked to make these
comments in addition to and after answering the first half
of question 7, which dealt with the teacher/course
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characteristic statements. It is likely they may have felt
they had little left to say after answering the statement
sheets for all their courses. Most of them probably did not
want or bother to turn back to an earlier page at this
point. I have not included any of these comments here due
to their small number.
The results of question 7 which dealt with the
course and teacher characteristics (see figures 10, 11, and
12) showed no really conclusive findings except on an indi-
vidual teacher and course basis. The results did show that
a variety of characteristics about a course may be suffi-
cient reason for students to find that course worthwhile
taking. When the eight courses ranked highest in question
2 were examined for some common characteristic that might
account for that high rating, no one characteristic was
clearly a trait of a highly rated course. It seems that
some characteristics such as those dealt with in statements
1, 2, 4, 5, 14, 17, and 21 were checked quite frequently
for the top rated courses, but these statements, individually,
were also checked for many of the lower rated courses.
Similarly, the average number of points liked that were
checked correlated to some degree with the rating of a course
COURSE NO. TITLE ABBREVIATION
In the group below please check off those statements you feel describe what wasgood about this course or helped its effectiveness.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
1 10
: ii
: 12
• 13
> 14
15
i 16
17
18
3 19
] 20
21
I 22
The instructor organized and initiated course activities.
There was a lot of interaction between students and instructor.
Tbe method used to present the course was mainly lecture.
The method used to present the course included a lot of student participation.
The instructor s teaching style was a valuable experience to be exposed to.
The students were able to structure many course activities on their own.
It would have been worthwhile to have taken the course for longer than six weeks.
The instructor made an effort to identify student needs and implement them within
the course.
Tbe course was about right for the period of time it covered.
ibe instructor made an effort to know students in the course.
The instructor was competent in knowledge of the subject matter.
The course stressed an approach to teaching not found in other education courses.
The instructor related personally to the class.
The course stressed usable subject matter and methods.
The instructor presented the course in a clear and understandable manner.
The course was worthwhile but had little value as a teaching methods course.
The instructor was dynamic and exciting.
There was more instructor-student interaction than in most UMass courses.
The individual class periods were the right length.
The class size favored interaction between students and instructor.
There was a minimum of ambiguity in the course.
Other favorable characteristics:
I II. Repeat the above procedure but this time check off the statements that describe
what was weak about this course or hurt its effectiveness.
1 The instructor did not seem to be competent in knowledge of the subject area.
2 There was little interaction between the students and instructor.
3 The instructor's teaching style did not serve as an example of an effective
teaching style.
4 The method used to present the course was mainly lecture.
5 The method used to present the course included too much student participation.
6 The individual classes were too long.
7 The individual classes were too short.
8 The instructor did not make clear what the course was about.
I 9 The instructor had his own agenda with little attention to students needs.
;
j
10 The instructor organized and initiated all course activities.
11 The course was drawn out to fill up the six weeks time.
3 12 The instructor remained personally apart from the students.
13 There were too many students in the class.
. 1 14 There were too few students in the class.
‘ j 1 5 The course included little that could be used in the classroom.
J j 16 There was too much interaction between students and instructor.
’ 17 The instructor did not make much effort to know the students in the class.
j 18 The course was quite ambiguous.
? 19 The instructor was not overly enthusiastic.
20 The class size did not favor interaction between instructor and students.
£121 The students structured too many course activities on their own.
22 The course was worthwhile but had little value as a teaching methods course.
23 Other unfavorable characteristics:
Figure 10
Question 7 - Fall 1972 Evaluation Questionaire
Figure ll
Summary of Positive Course Characteristics - Fall 1972
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Figure 12
Summary of Negative Course Characteristics - Fall 1972
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but there were exceptions. Six of the eight courses were
among the eight courses that had the highest number of points
liked that were checked and of those six, five were also
among the eight courses that had the lowest average of
points disliked that were checked.
Points disliked were similar to the points liked in
being more frequent for the courses rated lowest in question
2. They also did not follow any clear-cut pattern in
relating only to those courses that were rated on the low
side. In general, statements 2, 3, 4, 10, 15, 22 were
checked by students as areas that were weak in courses that
received low ratings in question 2. There seemed to be
little more correlation between these statements and low-
rated courses than there was between points liked and high
rated courses.
From these results, it seems probable that any
course and teacher can be rated high if he or she relates
well or does a competent job in several of the positive
areas but not necessarily in all areas. The areas may vary
in which the competence is achieved and some areas are more
common to top rated courses than others. Conversely, a
course or teacher may be rated high in what are normally the
critical areas of question 7 for predicting a high rating in
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question 2, but still receive a low rating on the basis of
characteristics such as those rated for in question 2.
An example of the above were the two courses entitled
Value (courses 10 and 17) . They were both favorably des-
cribed by students checking off points liked and disliked
about them. For this reason the course appeared to be an
effective course taught by an effective teacher. Yet when
rated according to the areas of question 2, these courses
appear to be among the less successful courses. Although
the teacher is considered knowledgeable, competent, and per-
sonal in his approach, the fact that the topic is seen as
not very important by students probably accounts for its low
rating on question 2.
An example of the reverse, a course which did not
receive a particularly good profile on question 7 compared
to most high rated courses, but was well rated in question 2,
is the course entitled "Language Development in Early Child-
hood Education" (course 13)
.
Here it seems that despite the
teacher-dominated approach, the instructor was capable enough
and thorough enough at presenting useful information to over-
shadow what the class felt were weaknesses and they rated
this course 4th among 25 courses in question 2.
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These two examples, once again, seem to point out
the complexity of the ingredients that make up a successful
course. In addition, once the successful combination is
found, it does not necessarily stay that way as seen in the
ratings for "Individualized Reading" (course 19) which
changed dramatically within a year's time, going from very
positive feedback to very negative feedback (see Appendix I)
.
The Follow-up Evaluation - Spring 1973
The results of the follow-up evaluation for the
Methods Potpourri for those who taught in the fall of 1972
and the spring of 1973 are simpler to summarize than the
results of the first follow-up evaluation. For the most
part the questions were shorter and asked for smaller bits
of information. A majority of the replies to each evalua-
tion pertain to the Methods Potpourri courses given prior
to teaching, i.e., spring 1972 for those who taught in the
fall of 1972 and fall 1972 for those who taught in the
spring of 1973. However, some students took courses earlier
than these semesters respectively so not all remarks are
based on courses given the semester prior to teaching. For
simplicity and accuracy I will state each question below
before giving the resulting data. Except for question 5
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all questions were the same on both questionnaires.
1. How helpful were the Methods Potpourri courses in pre
paring you for your student teaching internship?
—Very helpful Somewhat helpful Not very helpful
I placed this question first, hoping to get an idea
of what a student's initial response to the Methods Pot-
pourri courses in general would be. The results were:
Fall 1972
Very helpful 19
Somewhat helpful 23
Not very helpful 2
Spring 1973
Very helpful 11
Somewhat helpful 13
Not very helpful 3
2. Compared to other education courses you have taken, how
helpful were the Methods Potpourri courses in preparing
you for your student teaching internship?
They were the most helpful courses
They were more helpful than most courses
They were average among the courses taken
They were less helpful than most courses
They were the least helpful courses
The results of this question were:
They
They
They
They
They
Fall Spring
1972 1973
were the most helpful <courses 11 11
were more helpful than most courses 28 9
were average among the courses taken 3 6
were less helpful than most courses 1 1
were the least helpful courses 1 0
The combination of the categories checked in questions
1 and 2 can be seen in the chart below. Thirty-eight of the
44 who taught in the fall chose some combination of the top
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two categories for question 1 and 2
.
Of those who taught
in the spring of 1973, 19 of the 27 ichose combinations of
the top two choices: in each question •
Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring
1972 1973 1972 1973 1972 1973
1+1 7 6 2 + 1 3 6 3+1 1 0
1+2 12 5 2 + 2 16 2 3 + 2 0 0
1+3 0 0 2 + 3 3 5 3 + 3 0 1
1+4 0 0 2+4 1 0 3 + 4 0 1
1+5 0 0 2 + 5 0 0 3+5 1 0
The results for both groups for the first two ques-
tions are very positive and quite similar. There is, however,
more of a spread for the spring replies, especially in the
percentage of students who felt the Potpourri courses were
the most helpful courses they took. This fact may be attrib-
utable to the spring group teaching sooner after taking
methods than did the fall group. It also may be another
indication that the Potpourri courses that the spring teachers
took were better overall than those taken by the fall 72
group.
3. Of the individual courses you took in the Methods Pot-
pourri, was there one which really helped you once you
began teaching? If so, what was it and why was it
particularly helpful?
Was there a course you felt had no value to you as a
methods course? If so, what was it and why was it of no
help to you?
4
.
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These questions, as can be seen, asked students
to single out the course or courses that really helped
them in their student teaching experience or on the other
hand, had no value to them as a methods course in respect
to their student teaching. Nearly everyone who replied
listed at least one course they felt had been of especial
value. Only about half mentioned a course they felt had no
benefit.
The distribution of courses listed by students
showed no one course that was clearly the most valuable.
Instead, there are eight to a dozen courses listed on each
set of evaluations as having been of real help. Nearly all
of these courses received average to above average ratings
on question 2 of the evaluation questionnaire the semester
they were given. On the whole, students seemed to feel a
course was of most value when it gave them some skills or
methods that were useable in all areas of teaching. Courses
that stressed creativity were particularly praised. The
next most common reason for judging a course of value was
the ability to use the material the course dealt with in
the student teaching experience. In this case, it seemed
the variety of courses taken increased a student's opportunity
to be able to use some of his or her preparation no matter
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what type of school he or she was teaching at.
Those who listed courses that had been of little
value or no value found their major fault to be an inability
to relate what wa s discussed and dealt with in these
courses to the teaching experience. Another reason that was
offered was the feeling by some students that it was
impossible to get anything valuable out of boring courses.
Others felt that the course might prove more valuable when
the student was a full time teacher rather than during
student teaching when the student cannot do things as he or
she would like.
Question 5 differed on the two follow-up evaluations.
For those who taught in the fall of 1972 I asked a question
to be answered by those who were presently taking more
courses in the Methods Potpourri. For those presently teach-
ing I asked a general question relating to their perception
of what a methods course should do for students.
5. (fall) If you are currently taking more methods courses,
do you feel you are getting more from them now than you
did before you taught?
More Same Less
Twelve of the 44 students replying were presently
taking more courses in the Methods Potpourri. Eight of the
12 felt that they were getting more out of the courses now
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than they did from those they took prior to teaching. Four
felt the courses were equal in value to those they took
previously. These results were another small indication of
the trend that students who had taught seemed to respond
more positively to methods courses.
5. (spring) Which of the statements below do you feel best
describes what the function of the Methods Potpourri
course should be?
They should provide as much of a working understanding
of the subject matter and curricula of an elementary
school as is possible.
They should prepare you to handle more effectively the
many aspects of a teacher's duties including curricula,
interpersonal relations, teaching technique, and the
nitty-gritty.
They should demonstrate effective techniques that may be
used in classrooms in a variety of subject areas under a
variety of conditions.
The opinion on this question was divided between the
last two choices. Nine chose the second statement and 10,
the third statement. This indicated agreement with my pre-
viously stated opinion that many students have too broad a
view of what methods courses should, do for them and that
there should be an attempt to define the role of methods at
an early point in their teacher education career.
6. Do you have any other comments about the Methods Pot-
pourri now that you have completed your internship?
This question offered the opportunity for additional
141
comment. As in the previous questionnaire the teaching
experience loosened up a lot of comment and over 75 per cent
of the questionnaires had significant comment. The major
comments for the fall teachers are summarized below with the
number of students making each comment listed to the left.
(8) Not long enough, should be more comprehensive.
(7) Should take methods after student teaching, need set of
post teaching methods.
(4) Comments of a congratulatory nature.
(3) Methods should be completed before student teaching.
(3) Liked choice of offerings as well as choice being left
up to student.
(3) Creative ideas and help understanding children most
useful
.
(2) Discipline course needed.
(1) Negative as well as positive experiences in Potpourri
help.
These comments point out weaknesses inherent in the
Methods Potpourri approach, but are also so positive on the
whole that I felt we had begun to make some progress rede-
fining the place methods courses hold in the minds of our
students
.
The comments from the spring teachers continued to
back up this assumption. Most obvious was the absence of any
comment about the courses not being long enough, an indication
a positive effect.
that the longer periods in the fall had had
One student praised the way they supplemented her TPPC pro-
gram, while another felt the failure of a course was a func-
tion of the instructor. Overall the comments were of a
greater variety this time with no more than two students
mentioning the same specific comment. Several comments were
reflective to a large extent and very few could be construed
as complaints. When compared with the comments of a year
ago, the students seemed more satisfied with their methods
preparation
.
Evaluation Questionnaire and Follow-up Evaluations: A Summary
The principal purpose of these evaluations was to
obtain information from students concerning their perceptions
of all aspects of the Methods Potpourri, its individual
courses, and the instructors. This information and the trends
suggested by this information about various aspects of the
total course was used to improve the course each succeeding
semester. It also provided information that would be general-
izable to other situations, particularly teaching/learning
situations. Some of these findings and trends are summarized
below.
1. When rating courses on a 1-5 (l=High) scale for
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interest, learning, and practical value, students do indicate
definite preferences for some courses over others. This
information gives the course administrator a solid base from
which to improve the quality of course offerings. This may
be done by retaining high rated courses, dropping low rated
courses, or revising low rated courses. Instructors must
be rated on an individual basis and not in respect to any
category such as public-school teacher or graduate student.
2. In addition to the pedagogical reasons for
selecting a course, such as subject need or the expectation
of an interesting course, the factor of when courses are
scheduled can be critical in the choice process by students.
3. Although students who took the Methods Potpourri
were not certain it would be a great help to them in their
teaching experience, they strongly preferred the Potpourri
courses to others they had taken. Most recently a majority
of students returning from student teaching have indicated
that their Potpourri courses have been helpful, especially
in relation to other education courses.
4. There was no time respective to the teaching
experience when students felt methods courses were most
valuable. This indicates that some methods preparation
before, during, and after student teaching would be worthwhile.
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5. For students teaching after taking courses in
the Methods Potpourri, some courses prove useful while
others don't. This is an individualized approach as the
student, situation, and experience determine what training
proves especially useful.
6. While a course such as the Methods Potpourri can
create a flexible methods program that offers many advantages
to those taking it, there are still situations it cannot pro-
vide that some students would nevertheless prefer such as
semester length courses, in-depth courses, and advanced
scheduling of courses.
CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATION FOR THE FUTURE
The background, planning, and administration of the
Methods Potpourri and the formative evaluation of the
course have been detailed in the previous chapters. The
successes the Methods Potpourri has had to this point
should be quite clear as well as the areas in which it can
still be improved. At its beginning the Methods Potpourri
reflected a desire on my part to put together a methods
course format that would effectively carry out the condi-
tions I felt were necessary for a successful methods
experience by education majors within the existing environ-
ment of the School of Education. At the end of the first
year the format became stabilized through trial and error,
evaluation, and the broad changes that went on within the
School of Education. At this point I was able to develop
the evaluation to a degree where it could serve a number
of uses besides providing me with a wealth of information
about the Potpourri course. This included using the
various forms of evaluation to help instructors check their
perceptions of courses with the perceptions of their students;
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helping the students gain some idea of whai makes a methods
course a successful experience for them; and, finally,
obtaining information that reinforces the research of many
others in the area of teacher improvement and teacher evalua-
tion. The first part of this chapter will concentrate on
how the various evaluation results confirm or do not confirm
the importance of the conditions stated in Chapter I. It
should be remembered that the conditions were never formally
tested. What follows is an explanation of what I have
learned from the evaluation data about each of the stated
conditions
.
An Evaluation of the Methods Potpourri Conditions
Administrator Controlled Conditions
Condition 1 - Interaction among students and teachers is
more effective when the student-teacher ratio is low.
The Methods Potpourri limited its class size to 25
or fewer students in most courses. The data collected from
statement 20 on the good points and statements 13, 14, and 20
on the weak points of question 7 from the fall 1972 question-
naire indicate that with the limit at 25, size is only a
minor problem. Three students even felt that too few stu-
dents was a weak point in some courses.
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Twenty-two students felt that the class size pre-
vented student-teacher interaction. Many of these students
seemed to have been in courses where the teacher dominated
the class and student participation was low. Although
further evaluation of this situation is needed, there
appears to be an indication that in classes of 25 or fewer
students, it is the teacher's approach which makes students
feel the class is or is not too large for student participa-
tion. There is evidence that a teacher who tends to domin-
ate his class will, when given a smaller group of students,
use a less dominating approach.
In general, it appears that a class size of 20 to 25
is practical for most courses. Since this size has proven
satisfactory there seems no reason to try to change it in
hopes of greater success.
Condition 2 - Student-teacher interaction in courses increases
when students are able to choose the courses they
want to take from a variety of offerings.
There were several items on the teacher/course
characteristics sheet of the evaluation questionnaire that
indicated that interaction was a trait students associated in
a positive way with their courses. The statements pertain-
ing to this condition were 2, 4, and 18 of the good points
and 2, 4, and 16 of the weak points. The strong response to
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these statements indicates the value students attach to
interaction within a course. Their ability to choose the
courses they wanted probably contributed to the high per-
centage of students who checked statements relating to
interaction between students and instructor within a course.
Additional evidence for the importance of this condition is
found in the results of question 4 on the fall 1971 question-
naire that indicates students chose courses that interested
them much of the time. By positively evaluating the courses
that included a lot of interaction, students influenced the
administrator to offer more courses of this type, which in
turn resulted in a more successful Methods Potourri.
Condition 3 - The course selection process and the structure
of new courses in the Methods Potpourri are improved
by evaluations of previous students.
There seems little need to go into much depth on the
value of this condition. This has been seen to be a very
important condition for the administrator to control
effectively. By using student evaluation, I have learned
of the need for many changes in the Potpourri format. When
implemented, these changes have resulted in a more success-
ful experience in the Methods Potpourri for students. This
condition can continue to add to the success of the Potpourri
since the course components are constantly changing and
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evaluation will continue to be useful in the future.
Condition 4 - Exposure to many different types of teachers
and teacher competencies illustrating good teaching
is appropriate and valuable for the prospective
teacher
.
Students in their comments on the written evaluation
evidently thought this condition was important. They indi-
cated that the competencies of the teachers were especially
valuable in helping them develop classroom skills, especially
in the area of creativity. The fact that teachers with
different competencies were highly evaluated indicates stu-
dents recognize and appreciate diversity in the teaching of
the courses they take. The administrator, however, is often
limited in achieving success in this condition by the number
of really competent instructors he can find.
Condition 5 - Student satisfaction with courses improves
when administrators make an effort to know the
students involved in their courses.
This condition has definitely had a positive effect
upon the atmosphere of the Methods Potpourri as a whole.
Chapters II, III, and IV give indications of specific ways
in which this condition has helped and has been mentioned as
a positive force in the course. A more detailed account of
the effect of this condition can be inferred from condition
11 which is essentially the same.
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Condition 6 - Instructor morale and the desirability of
teaching a course improves when instructors are
relieved of primary responsibility for the adminis-
tration and logistic needs of their courses.
^his condition was evaluated by asking a dozen
instructors in the 1972-73 Methods Potpourri a set of
questions about their experience teaching a Potpourri
course (see Appendix J) . Their answers and reactions were
almost unanimous that if they had had to teach a similar
course on their own it would have been a far more difficult
task. My administrative support led to a mutually helpful
relationship and better course experiences for students.
The only qualifications instructors had were for conditions
I could not control such as room assignments. Several mem-
bers of the faculty actually chose to offer their courses
through the Potpourri because the added visibility they
would get would give them a larger number of students to
work with.
Teacher Controlled Conditions
Condition 7 - By performing in a competent way, a teacher
provides a valuable experience for students in the
class who are prospective teachers.
More students checked statement 11 (The instructor
was competent in knowledge of the subject matter.) on the
good points half of question 7 than any other statement.
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Only three students felt that any of the instructors they
had were not competent in their subject area. This conforms
to other research which states that students feel for the
most part that their instructors are competent people. It
seems, then, that if we interpret this condition to mean that
the instructor's subject competency (as viewed by the student)
provides a valuable experience, then this competency has
little effect on whether the student evaluates his or her
experience as being valuable. However, if performing in a
competent way means how the instructor sets up the class,
relates to students, and uses relevant material, then the
experience provided by the instructor can definitely be
valuable if done competently. Statements which support
this view are 1, 5, 12, and 14 on the good points and 3 on
the weak points. This condition is certainly important and
one that teachers of methods courses must concentrate on
with each teaching experience.
Condition 8 - Openness and enthusiasm on the part of compe-
tent teachers adds to the impact their classroom
roles have upon the prospective teachers they train.
Numerous examples of the comments and pleasure that
students received from being in classes with instructors who
are described as being open or enthusiastic can be found
in
the written evaluations. For specific examples see
Appendix K
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Statement 17 on the good points and statement 19 on the
\
weak points from the evaluation questionnaire also give some
evidence that this attitude is viewed as a characteristic
that adds interest to a class. In general, it seems that
the students who favor this approach are themselves enthusias-
tic and can express themselves better when in contact with
an instructor who is also enthusiastic. This condition can
be improved upon by trying always to attract truly enthusias-
tic instructors to teach methods courses.
Condition 9 - Teachers improve students' satisfaction with
courses when they identify and implement student
needs within their courses.
It is easier to evaluate this condition when it
involves courses with which students are dissatisfied. If an
instructor has a course that is already successful, students
will not worry about the identifying and implementing of
their needs. On the other hand, if students feel that the
instructor has his or her own agenda and it does not match
theirs, they will single this fact out as a major criticism
of the course. There was an example of one such course in
the fall of 1972 which students perceived as not answering
their needs. Here, a greater realization on the part of
the
instructor for the need to be responsive to student concerns
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would have helped. In general, the short length of Potpourri
courses makes it more difficult to effect change than would be
possible in a course of longer duration.
Condition 10 - Revision of a course by a teacher to reflect
student evaluation makes the course more satisfying
to the next students who take it.
Courses in the Methods Potpourri that have been given
over again have not always profited from student evaluation
even when the improvements suggested have been implemented.
Above average courses seem to be little affected by evalua-
tion. What appears to be important to these courses is
whether the instructor approaches the course the second time
with the interest and enthusiasm he or she had the first
i
time. Many courses that have been repeated have not
received as high a rating the second time due to less
instructor enthusiasm even though they were revised to con-
form to some of the student comments from the evaluations.
On the other hand, some courses that have had very low
ratings have improved greatly when given a second time with
suggested revisions. Once again the value of this condition
depends on the instructor's desire to use student suggestions.
Condition 11 - Student satisfaction with courses improves
when teachers make an effort to know the students
involved in their courses. #
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This condition might also be called "the personal
touch of the instructor". This was evident in many courses
in the Potpourri in a variety of ways. The public school
teacher who invited her class to meet in her classroom, the
instructor who knew his or her students by name, and the
instructor who individualized the class as much as possible:
all these approaches which showed greater personal attention
seem to have resulted in a better experience for the students.
The importance of this relationship between the
instructor and the student and the effect upon the student's
evaluation of the course can be most clearly seen in a com-
parison of two classes taught by one instructor during the
1972-73 year. The instructor felt that both classes were
handled in exactly the same manner as far as presentation
and subject matter were concerned. The ratings for the two
classes on question 2 of the evaluation questionnaire,
however, were very different.
Interest Learning Practical Value Total Average
Course A 1.26 1.21 1.21
1-23
Course B 1.76 2.06 1.53
This represents a large difference in the way stu-
dents judged the two courses. A check of the results of
question 7 for these two courses show the following
percent-
ages for each statement:
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
Good A
00 95 0 84 79 21
l
68 63] 53 37 100 47 63 95 84 O' 84 68 63 53 58
B 88 75 0 88 81 [44
1
56 25] 50 113 94 50 50 88 75 6 63 50 69 56 50
Good A
0 0 0 0 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 0 11 0 5 0 21 0 0 11 5 5
B 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 13 13 13 0 19 0 0 0 C 38 6 6 0 0 0
Of the six statements that showed the greatest differ-
ence (boxes), three directly related to the instructor's
personal interaction with students, while 2 of the remaining
3 dealt with student perceptions of the instructor's concern
for them and her personality. None of the mechanical aspects
of the course showed significant differences on the statement
results
.
When asked about this situation the instructor
admitted that during the second class she had net been feel-
ing well and while she felt she had taught the second course
in a similar fashion as the first, she had not been as person-
ally involved with the students as she had with those in the
first course. The result of this decrease in her personal
approach seems to have resulted in the previously mentioned
differences in the rating of the two courses.
The above case, along with other evaluation found
in Chapter IV, reinforces my feeling that an
instructor s
familiarity with students can only make a course a muen
for the students. For this reason it isbetter experience
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especially important to get methods instructors who interact
well with students.
Condition 12 - Ambiguity on the part of a teacher has a
negative effect upon students in a course of short
duration
.
Of all the conditions this is perhaps the easiest
to measure from informal evaluation, written evaluations,
and course characteristics. Ambiguity and a lack of clarity
wi-thin a course is a definite problem to most students
taking courses. Those courses that were affected by ambi-
guity appeared less successful than those in which the
instructors had the confidence of the students in terms of
what would happen in the course and what was expected of
students. Another area related to this condition is how
students felt about the value of a course as a teaching
methods course. Here there is a correlation between courses
rated low and those rated high in question 2 on the fall
1972 questionnaire and the number of checks statement 22
of the weak points received. Where the class was perceived
of as having little value as a methods course its rating in
question 2 was low, despite the fact that it was evaluated
positively elsewhere.
Student Controlled Conditions
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Condition 13 - When provided with many course options to
choose from, students will choose those courses
which fill their needs and appeal most to them.
This condition certainly helps some students achieve a
far more successful methods experience than they might other-
wise have had. Much of the student evaluation, particularly
comments by students who have student taught and then taken
Potpourri courses, speaks of the advantage it was to select
courses that were needed, and to be able to select them at
times when it was meaningful to take them. On rhe other
hand, there were many students who ignored what were probably
their most urgent needs by taking courses that appealed to
them for non-academic reasons such as the hours they were
given or the promise that the material covered in the course
would be enjoyable without requiring much rigorous thought
on their part. The effect of the first factor can be seen
in a popular math course which filled to capacity with
first choices when it was offered in the early afternoon,
but had excess space when offered at 8:40 in the morning.
The second factor is attested to by the art courses which
were always filled to capacity.
Condition 14 - Each student may judge the worth of a course
differently, even disagreeing completely from other
students
.
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This condition can be seen to be true ^hen looking
at the written evaluations. Those found in Appendix I are
one example. Others, of an even more divided nature, were
received for some courses. Since this condition exists, it
seems unwise to hope that all students will get equal enjoy-
ment from each methods course. However, it seems worthwhile
to try to place students in courses they wil] find meaning-
ful. Here better course descriptions are an important help.
Those who want theory should be able to choose courses in
theory, those who want participative experience should be
able to choose that approach. Those who still end up in a
course they feel is of little value should be. made to
examine the reasons for their dissatisfaction.
Implications of the Methods Potpourri
The Methods Potpourri project has been close to
enormous in its scope. As such it has touched on many
aspects of teaching, teacher training, interpersonal rela-
tions, administration, and formative evaluation in a very
broad sense. In the process, many suggestions for further
investigation have arisen in each of these areas. If some
of these smaller topics are pursued, they could very likely
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lead to new information that would be more significant than
the broad information discussed in this dissertation. A
few of the topics suggested by the Potpourri for further
investigation are listed below.
1. Do students who have taken their methods in the Methods
Potpourri enjoy greater success or prove more effective
as beginning teachers than those who took their methods
through some other format, especially standard courses?
2. Does the classroom attitude of students who have taken
methods in the Methods Potpourri differ from those who
took methods by some other format?
3. Do students who take methods courses in the Methods
Potpourri stress either the affective or cognitive areas
more than those who took methods by some other format?
4. What effect does the Methods Potpourri approach have on
student feelings toward education?
5. Are there any employment benefits for students who take
the Methods Potpourri, i.e., do they find jobs more
easily?
6. Is there any correlation between the best and worst
student teachers and their respective experiences in the
Methods Potpourri?
7. What effect does the Methods Potpourri have upon students
who know what they want in the way of methods courses
and also upon those who have only a vague idea of what
they want?
8. What is the effect of the Methods Potpourri approach on
motivated and unmotivated students?
9. What effect does the Methods Potpourri have on the
attitude of students towards methods if the attitude is
measured before and after the beginning of such an
approach?
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Beyond suggesting the above topics for investigation,
the success the Methods Potpourri approach to the teaching of
methods courses has had during the past two years indicates
that such an approach would be a valuable addition to the
curriculum of other departments, schools, and colleges of
education. It would be most valuable at colleges that are
reorganizing their education curriculum or colleges currently
having problems with student acceptance of methods courses.
Depending upon the circumstances at each institution, however,
there are certain problems that might be encountered . At
this point I would like to discuss a few of these difficul-
ties .
For the college reorganizing its curriculum, a Methods
Potpourri could be established along with other new courses
and approaches with a minimum of red tape. As I have found
out in the past two years, however, there are areas that
should receive special attention if the task of offering a
Methods Potpourri is to be done with a minimum of difficulty.
Areas I have still not achieved satisfactory success in
deal-
ing with are class meeting space, class attendance,
contracts
with public school teachers, and material supply
procedures.
recommendations in these areas.The following are my
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Class meeting space
. A continual problem with an
aPProach this type is the inability to find enough rooms
or space in which to hold classes. In my experience, this
has resulted in a week or more of confusion for several
classes each semester. Considering the impact the start of
a course can have on class atmosphere, this has a particul-
arly damaging effect that often stays with the class to its
end. In attempting this approach, an administrator should
be assured of classroom space before courses begin.
Student attendance . At the start of our Methods
Potpourri, attendance guidelines were given and generally
adhered to. In the last year less emphasis has been placed
on requiring students to attend classes in the hope that
they would do this on their own. Since attendance has
dropped visibly for a small percentage of students this
year, it now appears that stricter rules should be put back
into effect if attendance continues to be considered the
most important requirement within a Methods Potpourri approach.
To aid this process once the Potpourri is functioning, it is
recommended that instructors not be asked to teach again who
are lax and do not require or care if students attend classes.
Hopefully, this will help answer complaints of other instruc-
tors who are irritated by students who don't show up for
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classes but are often intimidated by an atmosphere such as
that at the School of Education and don't know quite what
to do about it.
Contracts with public school teacher s. Public school
teachers should receive a contract describing the duties
expected which they would sign before they begin teaching
their course. I have not done this in the past and the
result has been that in some cases the work has not been
done fully or as expected.
Material supply procedures . A convenient way of
obtaining materials should be worked out if possible.
Average demands become known after a few semesters so that
arrangements could be made at a few stores in an area at
which instructors could pick up their own supplies. This
would save the Methods Potpourri coordinator a lot of time
and energy as he would only need to get occasional materials
himself
.
If an opportunity for course revision is not avail-
able, organizing and gaining acceptance for a Methods Pot-
pourri at many other state universities may not be as easy
as it has been at the University of Massachusetts School
of
of the flexibility found at the SchoolEducation. Because
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of Education, it is extremely easy to offer a new course
for the next semester. Most colleges, however, have far
more complex procedures for setting up and approving new
courses. Further, the absence of a modular format and the
failure to realize that graduate students and public school
teachers can be effective instructors would be likely to
raise obstacles to offering such a course.
If these problems could be elimi rated, the problem
of where the course would fit into the existing curriculum
would be an important question. If there was an already
existing set of methods courses there might be more problems.
Yet, if the situation was such that the existing methods
courses were required of students before they did their
student teaching, a case could be made for the Methods Pot-
pourri approach to be offered after the students had done
their student teaching. The course could then be presented
as an opportunity for students to gain more knowledge in
areas they found lacking during their student teaching exper-
ience. In view of the fact that students do their student
teaching earlier now, most students would have at least one
semester in which they could take courses in a Methods Pot-
pourri .
Another factor to consider would be the support or
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non-support of those teaching the existing methods courses.
For many such faculty a Methods Potpourri would be an
extremely threatening approach to compete with and hardly a
course to be welcomed. With its wide variety of instructors
and subjects, and its winnowing process to sort out the best
instructors, it could easily put pressure on a conservative
or conventional faculty to change. Of course, if this did
happen and came out for the better, it would be a credit to
those sponsoring the Potpourri.
A final detail to consider would be the availability
of instructors and an adequate number of students. In this
respect the Methods Potpourri approach lends itself best to
a large college/university situation. Unless you have
enough students to make it worthwhile offering a large
number of courses, and a variety of instructors within easy
reach to teach these courses, it might not be advisable to
attempt to offer a Methods Potpourri.
Hopefully, these problems will not be too great to
prevent the Methods Potpourri approach from being set up
somewhere in addition to the University of Massachusetts.
It appears that this approach is flexible, can adjust easily
to changing conditions, and can, if presented by sympathetic
people, do a lot to make methods courses a meaningful and
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interesting experience for those who hope to become teachers.
Impact of the Methods Potpourri
A
The Methods Potpourri has had a definite effect
upon the teaching of methods courses at the School of Educa-
tion in the two years of its existence. Enrollment has
increased to the point where recently some students were not
able to take the course for lack of room. In addition to
methods courses, the Potpourri has also provided numerous
indirect benefits for many students who have taken it. The
instructors, TPPC programs, and several less closely related
groups have benefited from the course as well.
Amid the successes have been a few drawbacks which
can be mentioned first. Under the Potpourri approach, those
students who either don't plan well or are strapped for time
often have problems fitting in the courses they most want to
take. The proven inability on my part, at least, to estab-
lish times for courses far enough in advance contributes
to
this problem. In another area, many courses lack the
neces-
sary rigor to make them more successful, i.e., the
instructors
do not require enough of the students who, in
turn, don't mind
when taking the course, but who later object after their
student teaching when they realize they needed
more help in
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the way of methods courses! Many students would like a
longer
,
more in-depth approach in some areas or a sequel to
a course they have taken. Both of these suggestions are
pretty much beyond our scope or resources to provide. While
the majority of instructors are reliable, some fail to put
in the effort needed and this causes difficulties and the
necessity of giving credit where credit has not been earned,
but through no fault of the student. At best, these instruc-
tors present examples of poor instruction that students can
compare with successful instruction. Nevertheless, they
either change or are replaced by others who will do better
.
Turning to the benefits of the Potpourri approach,
it is the student who has been helped most. A glance at a
list of suggestions for methods course modification by stu-
dents finishing their student teaching in the spring of
1971 (Appendix L) shows that many of the areas in which
students expressed dissatisfaction have beer: remedied through
the Potpourri format, particularly for the serious
and
motivated student. There has been a particular
improvement
in the areas of offering practical courses,
multiple courses,
courses dealing with the arts and other
approaches not for-
merly given, and courses geared to specific
levels of the
elementary school from kindergarten to sixth
grade. Students
167
now have more opportunity to work methods courses into their
program whenever they wish. They can easily split their
methods courses between their student teaching experience.
They can choose methods courses that address the grade level
they are teaching or hope to teach. If they are teaching
locally, they can take methods courses in the evening and
late afternoon concurrently with their student teaching with-
out adding the burden of a full three credit course to their
teaching load. Some students have found they can benefit
from the Potpourri on the spur of the moment when room per-
mits. Some seem to find the courses sufficient reason in
themselves for attending and audit without credit. Other
students have found that contact with a variety of instruc-
tors increases their options for independent study. Numer-
ous students have contracted with the public school teachers
they have met in the Potpourri to work as aides, student
teachers, or advanced student teachers in loc.al schools.
The instructors have benefited in numerous ways
also. Many have enjoyed having the opportunity to teach a
short methods course. For some public school teachers this
has been a valuable experience, a chance to help future
teachers in a phase of their preparation other than just
during student teaching. For graduate students the Methods
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Potpourri has provided a source of students on which to try
out new techniques. For several, teaching a course in the
Potpourri has been a direct part of their dissertation or
comprehensive exam. Other graduate students have received
academic credit and college teaching experience through
teaching in the Potpourri. For faculty members, teaching
courses in the Methods Potpourri has often been a means of
giving greater visibility to their course and getting more
students to enroll. It has also helped them meet their teach-
ing load through modular experiences that can be charged to
the number of courses they are required to teach. Finally,
many instructors have been able to obtain evaluation or
recommendations for their teaching after having taught in the
Methods Potpourri.
For many TPPC programs, the Methods Potpourri has
provided an element of the teacher preparation process that
students feel is vital and cannot be obtained within the
program. It is worth noting that few programs require stu
dents to take courses within the Potpourri, but that a large
number of students voluntarily take Methods Potpourri courses.
This attitude, in itself, reflects part of the change that
the concept of methods courses has undergone in students'
minds. Instead of resigning themselves to the "methods
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block of two and more years ago, some students hopefully
place their name on the waiting list for more methods courses.
Finally, the Methods Potpourri experience has been
satisfying for me as well. It has meant an increased reali-
zation of the needs and wants of our current education
majors coupled with the ability to mobilize a program that
can answer these needs and wants. Most important is the
indication at this time that, given the proper staff, the
Methods Potpourri will continue to be a vital part of the
overall TPPC approach to teacher education at the University
of Massachusetts School of Education.
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Evaluation from Two 1970-71 Methods Courses
During the 1970-71 school year four methods courses were offered to under-
graduates at the School of Education. These courses were .language arts, math,
science, and social studies. Each was a two credit course. The science and
language arts courses are compared here. The science methods course utilized
a decentralized approach to instruction offering hundreds of small class exper-
iences to its students. Although it suffered the problem, like other courses,
of too many students, it received satisfactory evaluation from most who took
it. The language arts course was offered in two approaches. Students could
either attend a series of lectures with assignments for some or do their work
independently and have it checked by the language arts staff. Its evalua-
tion was not nearly as positive.
The following evaluation data and comments about these two courses show
how differently methods courses can be received by students taking them. The
evaluation presented here is part of a larger file of evaluation done by Billy
Rojas, doctoral student at the School of Education, during 1970-71. His evalu-
ation was done in two parts. The first part was a written evaluation asking
students to state the strengths and weaknesses of the course. The second part
was a set of statements on various qualities of instruction which students
rated according to a scale of values.
Comments on the Science Methods Course:
POSITIVE COMMENTS
"I feel this was the best of all my methods courses.
...it... put responsibility on the student, but also, what was
expected of the student was clearly defined."
"The instructors enjoyed what they were doing which made the
course enjoyable and profitable for all.
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"[The ins tructors] were
and very willing to listen to
very helpful in problems that you had
arguments against them."
"These instructors
to undergraduates."
seem to be honestly and sincerely committed
Many of the teachers seemed really interested in their work
and their interest seemed to rub off. Many really knew what they
were talking about."
AH of the instructors seemed excited and interested in what
they were doing and much of this was very contagious."
I enjoyed [the] fact that it was team taught allowing varied
opinions and talents."
"the major strength of this course was its freedom that it
gave the student to decide which activities they wanted to go to."
We really liked the idea of being able to arrange these
activities on our own time."
"Most of the instructors ... really applied themselves and
made the one hour worthwhile."
"The instructors .. .help get the info across in a very dynamic
way. They really took this course a lot of places."
"The actual participation in labs for me was more meaningful
[than] lectures, etc. This realization will in many cases be
carried into the classroom."
"The course proved for me that fun and learning are. not
incompatible... One of the few courses which demonstrated
attitudes and techniques it purported to teach."
"The course itself was a good model of a method, showing
how to turn on a class and allow them to learn at their own rate."
NEGATIVE COMMENTS
"The events were... much too large in many cases. They didn’t
allow individual participation."
"I think some of the instructors could have shown a little
more enthusiasm."
"Some of the units were boring and useless, i.e., the lecture
ones
.
"
"The worst part of the course for me personally was doing
everything on our own with no specific deadline. I tend to leave
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everything until the last minute and in doing so have not gotten
the most out of this course."
"[The course tended] to be a little ambiguous at times."
"The course was not explained well enough. 1 felt that I
was deceived in a few of the [activities]."
"Unfortunately, the course. . .just didn’t come off, probably
because of the size of the classes and the rather apathetic
attitude of most of the students."
"...There should be more participating experiences."
Comments on a Language Arts Methods Course
—
POSITIVE COMMENTS
"I liked the course mainly because it is up to the individual
to do the work required, or to learn ."
"[The instructor was] always in his office ready willing and
able to answer advise and help."
"Can't believe it - when learning was left up to me - I really
learned .
"
"I did get something from the course, I must say: I read some
good books, and got a pretty good idea of different approaches
to beginning reading instruction."
NEGATIVE COMMENTS
"[The instructor] was a bit hung up on his own opinion rather
than other opinions on material covered."
"The complete lack of structure and expectations was extremely
difficult to cope with... Although not necessarily true, your
attitude came across as not caring."
"There was no evaluation done on the [work] that I completed.
I got the impression that no one cared about the course so
neither did I."
"[The instructor] expects us to learn the material ourselves
and he doesn't even 'teach'."
"I feel the course was for all practical purposes useless
The student expectations were clear as mud!"
"I don't care for [the instructor] as a person. I think he s
rude and out for himself. He feels that he is the only qualified
one to teach - and he's not. His favorite line is "My time is
valuable; I earn $100 bucks a day." I'm sorry, I like to think
of people as being a bit more personal.
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"Really poor teaching for someone who is supposedly teaching us
to teach."
"Freedom is one thing but the totally unstructured and in my
opinion unorganized way this course was handled left me feeling
quite bewildered."
In addition to these comments, student opinion of these two
courses was also obtained through raw data response to the questions on
the second part of this evaluation which follows using the scale pro-
vided for doing this. A summary of the results of this part is given
listing the mean value for all student responses to each question as
well as a total mean value response for each course. As can be seen,
the responses to the two courses were significantly different.
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TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
Written Response Sheet
INSTRUCTOR DATE
COURSE NO. Check one:
Undergraduate
COURSE TITLE Graduate
Written responses by students are crucial to the improvement of teaching.
Please describe frankly what were the major strengths and weaknesses of
this course and Its teacher. Please complete your comments BEFORE answering
the multiple choice section of the questionnaire.
TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
Form A (Continued)
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When answering the following questions U 9 e this rating scale:
1. highest possible evaluation, or an absolute yes for yes-no type
inquiries
2. very good evaluation, or a qualified yes
3. satisfactory evaluation, or sometimes yes, or maybe
4. unsatisfactory evaluation, or definitely no
5. the question DOES NOT APPLY to this class
41. Were the objectives of the course developed in an understandable manner?
42. Was course content consistent with the objectives?
43. Were student responsibilities made clear?
44. Were ,the methods used in evaluating your work fair?
45. Has there been adequate provision for pursuing individual interests
within the structure of this course?
46. Did the teacher take an interest in you as an individual?
47. Was the teacher effective in facilitating class discussion?
48. Have written comments on returned papers or spoken comments in response
to your presentations in class been helpful?
49. Did the teacher listen to and respect ideas different from his own?
50. Did the teacher seem to be enthusiastic about teaching this course?
51. Did the teacher inspire your confidence by his knowledge of the subject?
52. How suitable were the teaching methods used?
53. How suitable were the readings used in this class?
54. What is your overall evaluation of the course?
55. What is your overall evaluation of the teacher?
TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
Form A (Continued)
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When answering the following questions use this rating scale:
1. highest possible evaluation, or an absolute yes for yes-no tvoe
inquiries
2. very good evaluation, or a qualified yes
3. satisfactory evaluation, or sometimes yes, or maybe
4. unsatisfactory evaluation, or definitely no
5. the question DOES NOT APPLY to this class
41. Were the objectives of the course developed in an understandable manner?
Science - 1.4-7 Lsnruare Arts - 2.66
42. Was course content consistent with the objectives?
Science - 1.4-4 Lanruc/-;e Arts - 2. o
43. Were student responsibilities made clear?
Science - 1.20 Lan unpe Arts - 2.06
44. Were ,the methods used in evaluating your work fair?
Science - 1.41 Lar.puac-e Arts - l.py
43. Has there been adequate provision for pursuing individual interests
within the structure of this course?
Science - 1.46 Lsnruane Arts - i.5 J;
46. Did the teacher take an interest in you as an individual?
Science — l*4r Lm; usa e Arts — 2.74
47. Was the teacher effective in facilitating class discussion?
Science - 1.73 L n Lu ';;e Arts - 2.37
48. Have written comments on returned papers or spoken comments in response
to your presentations in class been helpful?
Science - 1.97 Lcni; uane Arts - 2.35
49. Did the teacher listen to and respect ideas different from his own?
Science - 1.45 Lan ;us
e
Arts - 2.15
50. Did the teacher seem to be enthusiastic about teaching this course?
Science - 1.32 L; npua^e Arts - 2.46
51. Did the teacher inspire your confidence by his knowledge of the subject?
Science - 1.59 Language Arts - 2.13
52. How suitable were the teaching methods used?
Science - 1.46 L n' us.ro Arts - 2.54
53. How suitable were the readings used in this class?
Science - 1.71 Ir-.n ;ua£ e A r t s - 1 . 9 2
54. What is your overall evaluation of the course?
Science - 1.39 Arts - 2.3c.
55. What is your overall evaluation of the teacher?
Science - 1.42 Lan^uaae Arts - 2.4o
•
Kean value for all Questions combined:
Science - 1.52 L npuor e Arts - -..-a-
184 responses 106 response;':
METHODS OFFERINGS TOR SEPT. 13 - QCT. 15
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TEACHING ELEMENTARY SOCIAL STUDIES
Phil Woodruff MWF 1:25-2:15
This course is designed for those
-i o o /-'Vi r-!,", 1 Tt-
preparing
ic int-endpd
to teach
tn hp a
or teaching
nractinal
APPENDIX B Methods Potpourri Catalogues - Fall 1971 - Spring 1973
TPPC METHODS POTPOURRI
The Methods Potpourri described below is designed to provide you with
a wide range of options for fulfilling your methods requirements. These
courses cover an extremely varied range of topics, any one of which couldbe a valuable part of your preparation for teaching. Many of the courses
contain content and techniques specifically requested by you or suggestedby last Spring's student teachers. We believe that in many ways these
methods courses can be more relevant to you as a beginning teacher than
the former methods courses were. You are now free to choose to a great
extent those courses that you feel will best prepare you at this time for
your initial teaching experience. This choice, however, means added
responsibility on your part. You must make the effort to review the
strengths and weaknesses of your preparation at this point, combine this
with your own areas of interest, and chart a course through the Methods
Potpourri that will be satisfactory to you.
We cannot guarantee that we will be able to satisfy 100% of everyone's
needs within this course, but we will do our best to make sure that within
each program taking part in the Methods Potpourri there will be a fair and
equitable distribution of course choices. The courses for the first five
week period are set up, but those for the next two periods are still in the
planning stage. If you have suggestions for additions, deletions, new
topics, etc., come and see us and let us know your feelings. Both the TPPC
staff and the Potpourri instructors hope that our format will enable each
student to increase his role in determining how and what is taught in our
courses
.
On the following few pages are short summaries of our initial offerings.
Take some time to read these summaries. Then look over the future offerings
for the second and third periods. Plan out a tentative program for
satisfying your needs, then fill out the accompanying selection sheets
according to the directions on each one.
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HUMAN RELATIONS AND SKILLS IN COMMUNICATION LAB
Bob Goshko Three 4-hour sesssions
This course will deal with more relaxed effective communication inpersonal and professional relationships. Small group techniques, roleplaying, video-taping, micro-counseling and micro-teaching to build
communication are included in this offering.
ORGANIZATION FOR CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
Robert Sinclair and staff X 1:00-3:45
This course will examine the procedures and criteria for curriculum
development. Determining what the school should seek to accomplish,
creating and organizing learning opportunities, and evaluating the
effectiveness of curricula are considered in a small group setting.
Special emphasis will be placed on affective and cognitive curriculum
development
.
ALTERNATIVE DESIGNS FOR INDIVIDUALIZING INSTRUCTION
Lee Peters Monday 7:30-10:00 P.M.
Topics:
- A specific math method and materials K-6
- The design and use of simulations in teaching
- Learning environments
Educational alternatives for students
Others as suggested by class
Outside responsibilities
The course organization will be jointly established and designed by
al participants.
Alternatives will exist for all participants to design their own
total experience.
TEACHING CHILDREN’S LITERATURE
Jeanie Crosby 'I’Th 1:00-2:15
General topics will include exploring literature as art, individual
student's attitudes and ideas about literature, and children's perceptions
and use of literature.
More specific topics might include how to choose children's books,
literature and the rest of the curriculum and "suppose you don't have
books .
"
Assignments will be to read children's books.
VALUE CLARIFICATION & THE CONTENT AREAS
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Mike Cussen Wednesday 7:30-10:00 P.M.
Focus of the course will be upon value clarification which
emphasizes the process that one goes through in examining their value
system. The purpose of the course is to train teachers in aiding
students in the building of an individualized value system that will
help them find greater meaning and structure in their lives.
Aims
:
- Experience some value clarification strategies
- Examine curriculum based upon value clarification
- Design strategies for use in the classroom
- Greater awareness of the affective domain
ART AND ITS USE IN THE INTEGRATED DAY
Pun Wilson* Wednesday 7:30-10:00 P.M.
The objectives of this course are 1) to explore the use of art
materials in the elementary school; 2) to try to find out different
ways to use the materials themselves; 3) to discuss and see how these
methods can be integrated into other areas of the curriculum, and
4) to discuss why art materials and art education should be an integrated
part of the curriculum.
TEACHING ELEMENTARY SCIENCE
Spike Paranya MWF 2:30-3:20
This course will offer a series of experiences in two of the most
popular elementary science curriculums currently in use. These experiences
will include using the materials yourself, learning how to use these
materials effectively, and learning how to implement them into the
standard classroom curriculum. A second focal point will deal with
creativity in the classroom, hopefully illustrated by selections from the
instructor’s "bag of tricks".
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a^'°rder the methodS offerin8 s f °r the next period. Place thee the course you would most like to take at the top (1) , hecourse you would next desire to take below that (2), etc/ If you haveno preference between two or three offerings, place a brackett besidethese courses indicating no preference.
NAME
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TEACHING ELEMENTARY SOCIAL STUDIES
Phil Woodruff m 2:30-3:45
This course is designed for those preparing to teach or teaching social studiesm Public, schools. It is intended to be a practical course, one which sets classroompro lems m the larger context of school organization, staffing, material acquisi-tions, curriculum reform, learning theory, and child development. There will he a
number of requirements as to written work and reading and reading assignments.
ELEMENTARY MATH METHODS
Betsy Waterman* Monday 7:30-10:00 PM
During this five week session, the student will write behavioral objectives
test items from the elementary math curriculum. They will design and try out
alternative teaching approaches. Techniques such as brainstorming, small group
work, and planning lessons will be stressed.
EDUCATION IN THE FUTURE TENSE
Bob Miltz Tuesday 7:30-10:00 PM
"Anyone who thinks the present curriculum makes
sense is invited to explain to an intelligent
fourteen-year-old why Algebra or French or any
other subject is essential for him." — Toffler,
Future Shock .
One can argue for or against Toffler' s statement. This course is designed
to explore both positive and negative aspects of forward looking curriculum. The
total development of the course will depend on the interests and experiences of
the participants.
/ / (Please check if you have a car. This class will be held at the
instructor’s home after the initial meeting so at least 5-6 cars
will be necessary for transportation to South Amherst)
* Inservice Teacher
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SPECIAL EDUCATION IN THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
George Selig*
TTh 4:00-5: 15
- j
This course will investigate and develop prescriptive techniques for actual
£™eh t thhaVln® ^ear"ing and/or behavior problems. The students will be drawn'from bo special and regular classes thereby giving a more representative viewof problems within a total school setting. Each student enrolled in this course
.
expect.ed to observe and contribute to the total educational plan whichwill be developed for each case study of a student.
Pun Wilson*
ART AND ITS USE IN THE INTEGRATED DAY
Wednesday 7:30-10:00 PM
The objectives of this course are 1) to explore the use of art materials
in the elementary school; 2) to try to find out different ways to use the
materials themselves; 3) to discuss and see how these methods can be integrated
into other areas of the curriculum, and 4) to discuss why art materials and art
education should be an integrated part of the curriculum.
ELEMENTARY SCIENCE WORKSHOP
Dick Konicek Wednesday 3:00-5:30 PM
This course will offer experiences in two of the most popular elementary
science curriculums currently in use. These experiences will include using the
materials yourself, learning how to use these materials effectively, and learning
how to implement them into the standard classroom curriculum. A second focal
point will deal with creativity in the classroom, illustrated by selections from
the instructor’s "bag of tricks."
ELEMENTARY MATH METHODS
Lee Peterson TTh 1:00-2:15
This course will consist of the following integrated parts, designed to give
the forthcoming student teacher an insight into the field of modern mathematics
at the elementary level:
1. A considerable amount of time will be devoted to the development
of learning packets designed to individualize the learning of
mathematics
.
2. Work will be done in the area of evaluation and cooperative
decision-making and their broad implications to solving boredom
and discipline.
3. Phase three will take a look at existing materials and texts.
Students will participate in the development of learning packets and
aids from inexpensive materials.
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ELEMENTARY MATH METHODS (cont'd)
4. Time will be provided to identify those individual concerns
as well as seek possible solutions.
STRUCTURING THE HUMANISTIC EDUCATION EXPERIENCE
Janet Spyker*
Tuesday 7:30-10:00 PM
This course will consist of five sessions and will use
format. The topics of each session are as follows:
a behavioral objective
I. Introduction
II. Objectives, Activities, and Practical Work
III. Discipline, Motivation, and Emotional Problems
IV. Parent, Staff, and Community Relations
V. Relevancy of Education and Current Ideas and Trends
(This offering was developed from comments made by last Spring's student teachers
about areas they felt ill prepared for in student teaching.)
HUMAN RELATIONS LAB
Don Carew/Eunice Parisi Tuesday 1:00-4:00
The intent of this experience is to focus on personal and group development.
The major portion of the time will be devoted to T-group sessions (unstructured
small groups) which will provide an opportunity for each participant to develop a
greater insight into himself and his personal value system and an awareness of
his impact on other people, with an increase in sensitivity to the feelings of
others. Hopefully participants will realize their own potential in developing
more satisfying relationships. Explorations in this area can be of great value
to classroom teachers in their relationships with students, faculty, and
administrators
.
AN INTERDISCIPLINARY APPROACH TO CURRICULUM DESIGN
Steve Guild/Pat Burke Thursday 7:30-10:00 PM
Many people have been talking about international education for a long time;
environmental education has become a serious study in some schools and a fad in
others. In this course, we'll be examining how those two can be combined into a
single curriculum which will try to integrate the global world of men, nature
and their environments. In the five weeks, you'll be introduced to some of the
concepts of international and environmental/ecological education and the way they
can be integrated. You' 11 have a chance to become familiar with and analyze some
curriculum materials, brainstorm with others in the class on how to teach these
concepts, get a good idea of some methods and materials and have a chance to present
your own lesson or analysis of current integrated curricula to the class. Emphasis
in the class will be on interdisciplinary study, so all are welcome, from social
studies to phys ed teachers.
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SCIENCE METHODS SMORGASBORD
Barry Kaufman/Newton Clark Monday 5:00-7:30 PM
This Elementary Science Methods Smorgasbord will present science experiencesand independent study units from which the student will choose those modules,that, depending on his or her individual interests and needs, appear most
meaningful The offerings have been chosen to present the student with a balancedprogram combining both the philosophical and practical aspects of teaching sciencein an elementary school. *
Some of the topics that will be available include:
curriculum projects, questioning techniques, care and f
kitchen physics, and the psychology of Piaget.
current
eeding of
elementary science
living things
,
It will probably be fun.
FUTURISTIC TEACHING METHODS
Ken Hoagland/Jerry Glenn XTh 1:00-2:15
t has been said that school education is out of date thinking, not relevant
to today’s problems and that we must prepare for an increasingly complex future.
This course will deal directly with solution processes for these problems. Students
will explore and create ways to teach so that their future students may become
more aware of the future possibilities in class content.
CREATING AND INVESTIGATING SCIENCE AND MATH MATERIALS
Marie Frank* Th 7:30-10:00 PM
Among the experiences shared during this course will be the following:
- Investigating a sampling of textbooks, materials, and curricula
available to the math and science teacher. This will include group
activities with prepared units and special manipulative items.
- Designing and constructing math and science aids and mini-units from
inexpensive or free materials.
- Exploring various ways to stimulate interest and facilitate learning
in children who lack direction or are limited in ability.
187
METHODS OFFERINGS FOR NOV. 22 - DEC. 23
TEACHING ELEMENTARY SOCIAL STUDIES
Phil Woodruff Wednesday 7:30-10 P.M.
This course is designed for those preparing to teach or teaching social
studies in public schools. It is intended to be a practical course, one which
sets classroom problems in the larger context of school organization, staffing,
material acquisitions, curriculum reform, learning theory, and child development.
There will be a number of requirements as to written work and reading and read-
ing assignments.
LANGUAGE ARTS IN AN OPEN CLASSROOM
Bob Mai TTH 4:00-5:15
A language curriculum stressing individualized or small group activities.
Reading and writing as skills developed and employed in a context that is social
in the widest sense of the word. Language as a means of acting towards self-
actualization. The politics of language in an open, informal, "integrated day"
classroom. Lecture, in-class group tasks (writing and discussion), reading,
films
.
READING IN THE PRIMARY GRADES
Susan Kotler* Tuesday 7-9:30 P.M.
The focus of this course will be on methods for beginning reading experiences.
Class sessions will (hopefully) generate varied approaches - all members of the
group should be willing to actively participate.
Robert Aukerman's book Approaches to Beginning Reading will be the recommended
text and students should plan to spend some time doing classroom observation of
selected methods.
MUSIC PRACTIUM FOR PRIMARY TEACHERS
Paulette Alexander Monday 7-9:30 P.M.
This course will deal with basic skills for non-music majors. These
skills include how to conduct musical experiences in K-3 classes, an investi-
gation of materials and techniques, how to work with music consultants, and the
relevance of music to math and language arts.
* Inservice Teacher
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PRACTICAL CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
Bob Burns
Tuesday 7:30-10 P.M.
Depending on your needs, we can explore some theory, objectives planningmodels, values, learning experiences, "relevance," etc.
Each person will function as a learner and a resource. The class willserve as a forum for information exchange and dissemination.
Bring motivation and cookies...
RACISM AWARENESS
Jim Edler
Joel Goodman
Wednesday 10:15-12:30
Awareness for this experience implies more than a "sitting back and under-
standing. Thorough awareness of the sickness of racism compels one to identify
and implement behaviors that will not only cease maintaining this disease but
^88^-^ssively combat it individually and institutionally. The objective of
these five-three hour experiences lies in a sharing and understanding of our
racism as well as the development of a personel behavioral contract that will
identify for us behaviors in which we choose to be involved.
We will be struggling together with this paramont dilemma and will use
various techniques to assist each other in the growing process. There will
be a definite time and attendance requirement as well as pertinent outside
reading
.
TEACHING DEAF CHILDREN
Anita Nourse TTH 2:30-3:45
This course is a very basic course in deafness. An overview of the
field, language, speech, lipreading, and communication methods will be
covered. There will be readings and a final. The course is designed for
students who know nothing about the deaf but who may be interested in teach-
ing deaf children.
This course could be of value to those who do not intend to teach the
deaf through its unique approach to educating children with a handicap.
PLAYING AND BEING
Rickey Mazor TTH 1-2:15 P.M.
Playing and Being is an improvisational workshop designed to acquaint
future teachers with the techniques of improvisational theater , plot con-
struction, role playing, theater games and mime. These activities will also,
be extended into movement, visual arts and sound.
Through the use of these experiential activities, the classroom teacher
can extend the child's intuitive and imaginative capacities, heighten his
self-awareness and awareness of his environment and guide him toward develop-
ing a strong self-image and sensitivity toward others.
TEACHING INDIVIDUALIZED READING
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Pauline Sanders*
Wednesday 7-9:30 P.M,
T l
C °11Vlnced that reading is the most important area of learningshall attempt to convey my interest in reading, share my experiences as alassroom teacher and hopefully to motivate students to thoroughly "digpst"materials and methods in the instruction of reading. Our language wUh theuse of the alphabet and its use in writing, reading and speech will bediscussed and examined for its values and flaws in usage today.
EXPLORING ELEMENTARY SCIENCE TECHNIQUES
Jerry Theiler TTh 4:00-5:15
The sessions of this course will concentrate on "hands on" active
participation and active discussion by students. Topic areas will
include:
1. Products and processes of Science: observations and inferences
emphasized in class activities.
2. Earthy Stuff: Inquiry skills in Science with Earth Science
as a medium.
3. Alphabet soup of science: Activities in elementary curriculum
projects.
4. Using simple experiences to attempt answers to complex questions.
5. Where is Science for the 70’s heading.
METHODS OFFERINGS FOR JAN. 31 - MARCH 3
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ART AND ITS USE IN THE INTEGRATED DAY
Pun Wilson* Wednesday 7 : 30-10 :00 PM
The objectives of this course are 1) to explore the use of art materialsm the elementary school; 2) to try to find out different ways to use the
materials themselves; 3) to discuss and see how these methods can be integratedinto other areas of the curriculum, and 4) to discuss why art materials and art
education should be an integrated part of the curriculum.
TEACHING ELEMENTARY SCIENCE
Spike Paranya MWF 2:30-3:20
This course will offer experience in two of the most popular elementary
science curriculums currently in use. These experiences will include using the
materials yourself, learning how to use these materials effectively, and learning
how to implement them into the standard classroom curriculum. A second focal
point will deal with creativity in the classroom, illustrated by selections from
the instructor's "bag of tricks."
MUSIC PRACTICUM FOR PRIMARY TEACHERS
Paulette Alexander Monday 7:30-10:00 PM
This course will deal with basic skills for non-music majors. These
skills include how to conduct musical experiences in K-3 classes, an investi-
gation of materials and techniques, how to work with music consultants, and the
relevance of music to math and language arts.
TEACHING VALUES THROUGH CHILDREN’S LITERATURE AND SOCIAL SCIENCE
Linda McCrossen TUTH 2:30-3:45
This course is designed to increase the awareness of prospective teachers
of the values that are transmitted through children's literature and social
science texts. Participants will be asked to analyze material being used in
classrooms. Suggested areas to investigate are how heroes, villans, males,
females, animals, and nature are depicted. What kind of people were the
Pilgrims ,Mexicans
,
Indians, Spanish, French? What is civilization? What do
illustrations say? How are these values related to present day concerns of
ecology, prejudice, changing life styles? What does this mean to a teacher?
*Inservice Teacher
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Ken Hoag land
FUTURE STUDIES TEACHING METHODS
\
MWE 1:25-2:15
he aim of this course will be to equip student to teach a y subjectmaterial in a future-oriented manner. In the introductory section, you will
\arnf8 about future studies and the approach used for this introductionwill be futures methods. During the remainder of the course (approx. 3 weeks)you will practice using these futures methods to teach a variety of subjects'.In other words, you will learn about two things during this course - future
studies and methods - and you will actually practice the methods.
CREATING AND INVESTIGATING SCIENCE AND MATH MATERIALS
Marie Frank* TH 7:30-10:00 PM
Among the experiences shared during this course will be the following:
— Investigating a sampling of testbooks, materials, and curricula
available to the math and science teacher. This will include group
activities with prepared units and special manipulative items.
- Designing and constructing math and science aids and mini-units from
inexpensive or free materials.
- Exploring various ways to stimulate interest and facilitate learning
in children who lack direction or are limited in ability.
VALUES IN THE CLASSROOM
Barbara Fuhman TUTH 9:30-10:45
Values affect every aspect of behavior, and attention to clarifying our
values can help us move toward being more positive, purposeful, enthusiastic,
and proud, willing to make choices and to act on them. The focus of this
experience will be on the theory and process of Value Clarification in the
classroom. It will be involving and activity centered, with you actually
experiencing many of the techniques offered. The stratagies used will be
adaptable to virtually all ages and all subject matters, but may be especially
useful in the areas of Language Arts and Social Studies.
*Inservice Teacher
LANGUAGE ARTS IN AN OPEN CLASSROOM
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Bob Mai
WF 3:30-4:45
A language curriculum stressing individualized or small group activities,
eading and writing as skills developed and employed in a context that is socialm the widest sense of the word. Language as a means of acting towards self-
actualization. The politics of language in an open, informal, "integrated day"
classroom. Lecture, in-class group tasks (writing and discussion), reading,
f i 1ms
•
Social - Games
Garv Thayar
Monday 3:30-6:00
One function of the school is to help a child develop social skills he
will use his entire life.
Just a chance to 'mess around' with all the other kids is probably
enough. The adult may fit into this by helping the child to experience as
many life roles as possible - one way to do this is through games; chess,
starpower, crisis, matchbox kits, etc. - Come play and find out a little
more about life.
MATH METHODS
Judy Field Monday 7:30-10:00
This course will be designed to explore various methods, media, and materials
used in teaching math. The students enrolled will be expected to participate in
writing and teaching lessons for individualized, small group and large group
instructional situations. There will be opportunity for individuals to work
in areas of math concepts that they feel are relevant for them.
HUMAN RELATIONS
Kathy Phillips Tuesday 7:30-10:00
Teachers and children obviously relate to one another. This course will
provide an introduction to some ways of relating which can foster mutual growth
and learning. Course goals include increasing awareness of how we interact
with others, enhancing present interactional skills and learning some new
relating skills. Particular emphasis will be placed on attending and communi-
cating skills.
LANGUAGE ARTS IN THE CLASSROOM
Carol Newman Tlh 1:00-2:15
This course will include activities and ideas that can be used to develop
language arts skills in an integrated day classroom. Creative writing, reading,
discussions, and other group activities will be approached as means of com-
munication. Book binding, a variety of uses of the tape recorder, and
community resources will also be presented.
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Part HI. Interdisciplinary Curriculum Methods — Ken HugginsStudents will continue with the work done in the Global Survival course. They willprepare a curriculum unit or project which crosses disciplines. The class will be asharing of the methods and techniques they discovered in this project and we will tryIto arrive at common methods which students will be able to use in their own classrooms,Among the things we might consider are, how to utilize your own limited knowledge ofiianother discipline, who in another field to look to for assistance, how to avoid super-
I lcial generalism, how to determine which other disciplines should be tied into your
main one, how to use standard research resources without getting lost or frustrated,
Ihow the interdisciplinary approach can be used for futurism study, and how to make aninterdisciplinary viewpoint standard and permanent.
I
JIf you have questions, contact Phil Woodruff (Room 206)
Steve Guild or
Ken Huggins (note in boxes in Room 126).
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TEACHING ELEMENTARY SOCIAL STUDIES
Phil Woodruff
Wednesday 7:30-10 PM
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learning theory, and child ’development.ere will e a number of requirements as to written work and reading andreading assignments. b
ELEMENTARY MATH METHODS
Betsy Waterman Tuesday 7:00-9:30 PM
During this five week session, the student will write behavioral objectives
and test items from the elementary math curriculum. They will design and try out
alternative teaching approaches. Techniques such as brainstorming, small group
work, and planning lessons will be stressed.
ART AND ITS USE IN THE INTEGRATED DAY
Pun Wilson Wednesday 7:30-10:00 PM
The objectives of this course are 1) to explore the use of art materials
in the elementary school; 2) to try to find out different ways to use the materials
themselves; 3) to discuss and see how these methods can be integrated into other
areas of the curriculum, and 4) to discuss why art materials and art education
should be an integrated part of the curriculum.
TURKEYS
Bob Padgett/Kathy McKay Hours to be Arranged
This experience will consist of helping to plan a major classroom project
and then following the project to its completion. The project will consist of
raising turkeys from the egg, through hatching, to the point where the birds are
self-sufficient. The subject area covered will be more or less science and the
project will be carried on in an open classroom of K-2 students at Mark's Meadow.
The project will not begin until April 1st and will last until the semester's end.
WORKSHOP IN THE LANGUAGE ARTS
Stan Proper Mon, Wed 3:35-4:50 PM
We will survey the following topics through lecture, discussion and demon-
strated examples. We encourage personal experience examples.
Reading: Beginning theories, phonics, skills; basal, phonic and programed
readers; reading tests; the individualized reading program.
(continued)
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Writing: Directed, aon-direc ted and creative
Psycholinguistics for Urban, mixed classes.
The Open Classroom/ Integrated Day concept.
Evaluation: Bloom's Taxonomy and Mager 's' instructional objectives
EXPLORING ELEMENTARY SCIENCE TECHNIQUES
Jerry Theiler and Dick Konicek T . . . AA „Thursday 1:00-3:30 PM
Sessions will concentrate on an active learning approach to understandingscience and teaching science.
Techniques and materials will be explored in a series of five completely
active laboratories. There will be an opportunity to create and build equipment
or use in classrooms as well as using free and inexpensive materials.
RECOGNIZING AND ACCEPTING ALTERNATIVE LEARNING STYLES
Pat Burke/Carol Ahlum Wednesday 7-9:30 PM
One of the most important, yet hardest parts of being a good teacher is the
ability to recognize when learning is taking place. In this module we will reflect
on our own personal learning process through new learning experiences and refer-
ences to past experiences. We will work together in new learning situations to
examine the effects one person has on another* s learning. The activities in
class will be supplemented by readings on formal and informal learning theory.
An overall framework and goal of the sessions will be an acceptance of each
others styles of learning, rather than seeking the impossible one "right" way
to learn.
INTEGRATING THE ELEMENTARY CURRICULUM
Patty Dede
Scene
:
Teacher //l:
Teacher #2:
Teacher #1:
Teacher #2:
Teacher # 1 :
TTh 2:30-3:45 PM
The teachers' lounge
Yes, I agree racism is a problem that America has to solve....
(mumbling) America, change it or lose it....
(continuing) ...but I don't see what I can do. I spend my day in a
classroom, not in the legislature....
Apparently there are resources for integrating the curriculum and
methods for developing non-racist attitudes, but where do they hide
the stuff?
How would we integrate the information into our present curriculum
after all, we have a responsibility to teach reading, history,....
Don't let the teachers' lounge become an echo chamber of good intentions. If
you want to realize your commitment in action come to this seminar on integrating
the elementary curriculum.
WARNING: The purpose of this seminar is not to 1) discuss definitions of racism
and/or 2) explain how racism works in America and effects you, a teacher in the
classroom. If either of the above are your interests, needs, or inclinations, take
an Urban Education Course.
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VALUE CLARIFICATION IN THE CLASSROOM
Donna Mulcahey
Monday 3:30-6 PM
ing key techniques in making values-clarif ication a part of your teaching
repertoire
.
A NON- STATISTICAL OVERVIEW OF EDUCATIONAL TESTING METHODS
Jim Carmody MWF 11:15-12:05
This five-week course will provide an overview of the ways in which stan-
dardized and classroom tests are constructed and how they are validated. It is
designed to give students a working knowledge of testing concepts without getting
bogged down in statistical computation. Students will be expected to :
A) attend the lectures
B) Carry out the reading assignments
C) Construct a classroom test
Part II. Education for Global Survival
In this part we will focus on five major concerns: the war/peace system,
population growth and control, depletion of natural resources, inequitable dis-
tribution of world resources, physical and psychological causes for the deteriora-
tion of the global environment. We’ll be examining some of the basic concepts
related to these areas and you'll have a chance to become familiar with methods
and materials that can be used. You’ll be developing your own curriculum units
and analyzing other current materials.
This class is divided into two sections. Each Tuesday a different guest
lecturer will give a presentation on some aspect of deafness. Thursdays will be
devoted to discussing specific methods and materials used with deaf children.
All of these methods can also be used with hearing children.
INTERDISCIPLINARY CURRICULUM METHODS
Steve Guild/Pat Burke Wednesday 7:30-10 PM
METHODS OF TEACHING DEAF CHILDREN
Anita Largent Tuesday 11:45-12:45
Thursday 11:15-12:45
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SEMINAR ON WOMEN, METAPHOR, AND DRAMA
Kurt Wolff
T-Th 1-2:15
theoreSjal
Sem
iu\p
n
,
teachin\mfhods ^ be woman-oriented and somewhat
n ,
a
’
tl
teachlng metbods are based on certain assumptions about societychildren thxs semrnar will examine some of those assumptions about womenquired reading will include Virginia Woolf, A Room of One’s Own (in paperback
will also'bfgLn
D °r° thy SayreS
’ ~^ Sh° rt "rttten —
The seminar will also touch base with the practical needs of students who
want a couple of very concrete ideas about how to teach. Metaphor, drama, and
simulation are topics we will most probably deal with.
In addition to all the above, at least two field visitations will be re-
quired. Students signing up for this seminar should realize that it will be
more demanding than most.
DEALING WITH THE LEARNING DISABLED CHILD
Bill Herdich Monday 7-9:30 pm
This course is designed to arm the prospective teacher with teaching
stratagies to deal with children with learning disabilities and emotional problems.
Various aspects of motor training, remedial reading and math techniques, and
classroom applications of behavioral modification will be stressed.
TENTATIVE OFFERINGS FOR THE THIRD PERIOD
Teaching Elementary Social Studies
Interdisciplinary Curriculum Methods - Part III
Elementary Math Methods
The Elementary School - A Principal's Perspective
Teaching Elementary Science
Elementary Music Methods
Elementary Art
Teaching Individualized Reading
Man: A Course of Study
Phil Woodruff
Ken Huggins
Betsy Waterman
Charles LeMaitre
Newt Clark/Spike Paranya
Carolyn Coverdale
Georgian a Moroney
Pauline Sanders
Kathy McClain
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METHODS OFFERINGS FOR APRIL 18 - MAY 12
TEACHING ELEMENTARY SOCIAL STUDIES
Phil Woodruff
MWF 1:25 - 2:15
. K1 .
course is designed for those preparing to teach or teaching social studiespub lie schools. It is intended to be a practical course, one which sets classroomproblems in the larger context of school organization, staffing, material acquisi-tions, curriculum reform, learning theory, and child development. There will be a
number of requirements as to written work and reading and reading assignments.
Pauline Sanders*
TEACHING INDIVIDUALIZED READING
Tuesday 7 - 9:30 P.M.
Thoroughly convinced that reading is the most important area of learning,
I shall attempt to convev mv interest in reading, share mv experiences as a
classroom teacher and hopefully to motivate students to thoroughly "digest"
materials and methods in the instruction of reading. Our language with the
use of the alphabet and its use in writing, reading and speech will be discussed
and examined for its values and flaws in usage todav.
*In-Service Teacher
TEACHING ELEMENTARY SCIENCE
Spike Paranva TTh 2:30 - 3:45
This course will offer experiences in two of the major elementary science
curriculums for elementary schools. These experiences will stress using the
materials yourself, learning how to use these materials effectivelv, and learning
how to implement them into the standard classroom curriculum. A second focal point
will deal with creativity in the classroom, illustrated bv selections from the
instructor's "bag of tricks." If you took Exploring Elementary Science with
Konicek/Theiler and want to take another science course, this course will not repeat
much of what they did.
INTERDISCIPLINARY CURRICULUM METHODS - PART III
Ken Huggins Wednesday 7:30 - 10 P.M.
Students will continue with the work done in the Global Survival course.
They will prepare a curriculum unit or project which crosses disciplines. The class
will be a sharing of the methods and techniques they discovered in this project
and we will try to arrive at common methods which students will be able to use in
their own classrooms. Among the things we might consider are, how to utilize vour
own limited knowledge of another discipline, who in another field to look to for
assistance, how to avoid superficial generalism, how to determine which other
disciplines should be tied into your main one, how to use standard research
resources
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without getting lost or frustrated, how rhe
used for futurism study, and how to make an
and permanent.
interdisciplinary approach can be
Interdisciplinary viewpoint standard
HUMAN RELATIONS LAB
Alice Schleiderer/Mary Gelinis m 3:30 - 5 P.M.
This course will be focused on developing counseling skills for the class-
room teacher. It will be offered in an experiential mode for those preparing to
become teachers. We will, cover such areas as: listening; personal feedback on
our own styles; what’s a "real understanding" of another individual; how do mv
values get/not get in the way of really hearing another?
Many of these "counseling skills" are extremely valuable for anyone working
with people. We believe the classroom teacher has numerous occasions for using
such skills and understandings which will aid in preventing or dealing with crisis
situations
.
ART METHODS FOR ELEMENTARY TEACHERS
Georgina Moroney MW 3:30 - 5:30
The content of this course will include, 1) relevant understandings for
teaching art, 2) current directions in teaching art, 3) children's involvement in
the art lesson, 4) evaluating children’s creative visual development.
This course will explore creative evaluative teaching which is a circular
process: teacher stimulates and guides the child to a creative visual art ex-
perience, and through her appraisal of the modification of the child's total
growth in all the qualities of an art experience, evaluates the effectiveness of
her teaching.
THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL: A PRINCIPAL'S PERSPECTIVE
Charles Le Maitre* Monday 7 - 9:30 P.M.
This course will try to familiarize students with the day to day routines
a teacher must attend to in an elementary school. Topics to be discussed include
classroom planning, parent conferences, classroom discipline, class organization,
and grading. Discussions will center around the relationship of skills in these
areas to the improvement of basic classroom teaching competence.
NOTE: The final class of this course will be held on May 15th.
AESTHETICS -- PLAYING AND BEING
Rickey Mazor/Phyliss Krakauer/ Jane t Buber TTh 12:45 - 2;15 P.M.
Playing and Being is an improvisational workshop in the arts designed to
acquaint future teachers with the techniques of movement, theater, visual arts
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and literature.
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WORKSHOP IN ELEMENTARY MUSIC SKILLS
Carolyn Coverdale 2-30 - 3*45
The foci of this methods course will be an investigation into the process
and content of music in the elementary school and how music may be taught as a
separate subject or integrated with other subjects. This investigation will make
use of varied musical media such as the piano and other rhvthm instruments,
recordings, and numan expressions. Individuals will concentrate on forming ob-
jectives for teaching music within a cognitive and affective domain. Emphasis will
be placed on acquiring some basic elementary skills for teaching music.
MAN: A COURSE OF STUDY
Kathy McClain Thursday 7 - 9:30 P.M.
Man: a Course of Study is a one-year, upper elementary social studies course
designed to develop an appreciation for the humanness of man. Three questions that
define the focus of the program are:
!,What is human about human beings?''
'How did they get that way?"
'How can they be made more so?"
We will take a look at the social studies curriculum as it examines man as
an animal species, and compares man's nature to the salmon, herring gull, and
baboon. Also, we will brieflv studv the Netsilik Eskimos to see how man is a pro-
duct of culture.
With the use of films, records, maps, photographs, games and construction
exercises we will have the opportunity to explore the underlying themes of the
course: language, technology, social organization, learning, and man's beliefs,
myths and symbols.
NOTE: Some of the materials to be used in this course are owned by Hampshire
College. For this reason this class will meet in Herter Hall the first
night and adjourn to Hampshire College where all other classes will be
held. We assume enough students with cars will sign up for this class
to provide transportation to those who don't have cars.
MATH METHODS WORKSHOP
202
Betsy Waterman
Monday and Thursday
April 24, 27, May 1,4,16
7 - 9:30 P.M.
,
Math Methods Workshop will expose students to alternative approaches thate used to teach the basic elementary math curriculum. Students will learn
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individualgam s Studen s will study a wi e variety of worksheets, discovery lessons forgeometry and graphing, and challenge work cards. Each student will prepare andpresent two math lessons, one for discovery and one for drill, of an elementary
math concept. y
THE WRITING ROAD TO READING
Bill Owens MW 10:10 - 12 Noon
The Writing Road to Reading is based upon a total language-arts approach.
The originator of this methods, R. B. Spaulding, developes this methods with the
principal aim of preventing reading failure in the elementary school. The cur-
riculum she developed is based upon parts of many other widely used curricula in
the language arts and attempts to put together the best of many language-arts
approaches
.
This course will be a shortened version of a regular 3 credit course I am
teaching on this topic for the Reading Program, and will be geared to those
planning to teach in the upper elementary grades (4,5, & 6).
VALUES WORKSHOP
Gerry Curwin Wednesday 7 - 9:30 P.M.
Values affect every aspect of behavior, and attention to clarifying our
values can help us move toward being more positive, purposeful, enthusiastic, and
proud, willing to make choices and act on them. The focus of this experience
will be on the theory and process of Value Clarification in the classroom. It
will be involving and activity centered, with you actually experiencing many of
the techniques offered. The stratagies used will be adaptable to virtually all
ages and all subject matters, but may be especially useful in the areas of
Language Arts and Social Studies.
TOWARD SELF-AWARENESS
Gil Slote M.W.F. 10:10
This course examines a variety of Transactional Analysis techniques designed
to maximize the self-awareness of both the individual and the group. Trans-
actional Analysis theory holds that a person's behavior is best understood if
examined in terms of the ego states, and that the behavior between two or more
persons is best understood in terms of transactions.
Participants are given ample opportunity to apply techniques to own
situation and to classroom teaching. Topics include: Life Scripts, Life Positions
Counterscripts
,
Injunction, Discounting, Games, Time Structuring and Stroking.
TPPC METHODS POTPOURRI
203
Spike Paranya, Coordinator
Chris McGrath *73, Assistant
Office: Education ]09
Phone: 545-1556
The Methods Potpourri is designed to provide you with a vide range of optionsfor fulfilling your methods needs. The courses that make up the Methods Potpourri
cover an extremely varied range of topics, any one of which could be a valuable
part of your preparation for teaching. Many of these courses are the result of
recommendations made by former students. Many are repeats of courses which received
favorable evaluation from students who took these courses in past Methods Potpourris.
Courses that were not favorably evaluated were either dropped or revised along the
lines of student criticisms. Many new courses have been added this semester.
You are free to choose the courses you feel will best prepare you at this time
for your role as a teacher. You are not required to take any particular course,
but we do advise you to consider carefully the strengths and weaknesses of your
preparation to this point and chart a course through the Methods Potpourri that
will most benefit you.
A prime objective of the Methods Potpourri is to place you, the student, in
contact with instructors who use effective methods in their teaching. The curriculum
material they teach (Math, Language Arts, etc.), is important, but the methods they
use to present this material will more than likely determine the satisfaction you
get from the courses. Another objective is to place you in contact with teachers
who are presently, or have recently been in actual classrooms. For this reason
there will be an emphasis on in-class activities and less emphasis on activities
outside of class.
We cannot guarantee that we will be able to satisfy 100% of everyone’s needs
within this course. In fact, we’d be very much surprised if we did this for anyone.
Our experience has been that most will get a majority of the courses they want to
take.
Each course will have a limited enrollment that will be determined by the
Methods Potpourri coordinator, the instructor, and the nature of the subject to be
taught. Most classes will have limits of between 20 and 25 students. These limits
will not be exceeded except under the most unusual of circumstances. We believe
small classes are the best setting for the teaching of methods and we will do our
best to see that these conditions exist.
There is a lab fee charge of one dollar for each credit taken in the Methods
Potpourri. If you are taking six credits, your lab fee is six dollars, etc. The
lab fee is used for reproducing materials used in courses, and to replace wear on
materials borrowed from other sources. Some courses require more resources than
others so don’t expect an even distribution of lab funds. Lab fee cards will be
distributed sometime toward the middle of the semester. Please return the instructor s
half of the lab fee card to me or Room 109 at the School of Education. Do not
return the lab fee card to a course instructor. I)o not pay the lab fee until
you are certain how many courses you are going to take in the Methods Potpourri.
It should be easy to receive a pass for the Methods Potpourri if you are
a conscientious student. The only requirements are:
- 2-
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2 .
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Many of you will have questions or problems concerning the Methods Potpourriduring the semester. When you do, we will be glad to help you if you either see
us in Room 109 at the School of Education or call us at 545-1556. Since we cannotbe there all the time, please leave a message if we're not in and we will try to
get in touch with you.
We will post class lists, announcements, and other information on the wall
to the right of Room 109. It is your responsibility to read and be aware of any
information posted there that pertains to the Methods Potpourri
. This especially
means meetings for choosing courses for the second half of the semester and for
evaluating the course at the end of the semester!
Pass a number of six week courses equal to the number of credits youdesire in the Methods Potpourri (1-6). (If you sign up for 5 and
only complete 4 you will receive 4 credits.)
Pay your lab fee.
Complete a course evaluation for the Methods Potpourri courses at the end
of the semester.
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METHODS POTPOURRI QUESTIONNAIRE
In order to coordinate the Methods Potpourri efficiently and to best serve students
in the course, we need the following information from you:
NAME PHONE NUMBER
LOCAL ADDRESS
TPPC PROGRAM OR OTHER STATUS
CLASS STUDENT NUMBER
HAVE YOU DONE YOUR STUDENT TEACHING?
IF YOU HAVE NOT DONE STUDENT TEACHING, HAVE YOU SPENT A GOOD DEAL OF TIME IN A
i CLASSROOM OBSERVING, TUTORING, OR AS AN AID?
i IF YOU HAVEN'T STUDENT TAUGHT, DO YOU PLAN TO DO YOUR STUDENT TEACHING IN THE FALL?
'
—
• HOW MANY CREDITS IN THE METHODS POTPOURRI HAVE YOU REGISTERED FOR?
’
^
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METHODS OFFERINGS FOR SEPTEMBER II - OCTOBER 20
FUTURE-ORIENTED TEACHING METHODS
Paul Burnim
Thursday 7:30-10 P.M.
.A8 a group, we will take an in depth look at Futurizing presentcurriculum and other innovative related developments in educational
Wl11 be Stud
^ in § such various planning techniques asthe Delphi, Cross-impact Matrix, Futures Wheel, Trend Forecasting
and discuss the implications for application to the elementary school.
Students will write up curriculum units from ideas mentioned, as
well as critique Future-oriented teaching methods.
MATH METHODS
Portia Elliott MW 11:15-12:30
This course is designed to give students an introduction to the
structure and content of mathematics for the elementary school; to
identify philosophical and pedagogical similarities and differences in
elementary mathematics projects; and to study methods and materials
which have been used in elementary mathematics classrooms. In conjunc-
tion with the mathematics portion of the course, some emphasis will be
placed on psychological theories behind various approaches to teaching
mathematics and to general problems confronting educators today and of
the future.
DEVELOPING SOCIAL STUDIES CURRICULUM AND METHODS
Glenn Hawkes TTh 2:30-3:45
In recent years there has been much talk of integrated curriculum
(integrated days, etc.); however, integration in curriculum makes no
sense without some conceptualization of integration in the world/person
as a basis for that curriculum.
This course will explore one way of conceptualizing integration in
terms of both a world-view and also a model for developing social
studies curriculum and methods.
LANGUAGE ARTS IN THE CLASSROOM
Carol Newman W 7:00-8:15 P.M.
Sept. 13-Nov. 29
This course will include practical activities and ideas that can
be used in developing language arts skills in an integrated day
classroom. Creative writing, reading, discussions, and other group
aCtivitieS be explored with the focus on communication. Book
binding, puppetry, activity cards, and various uses of community
resources will also be presented. This is a participatory course.
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REMEDIAL READING
(Open to those who have student taught)
Gladys Kozera* Tuesday 7-9:30 P.M.
This course will deal with the techniques and definition of
remedial reading in the elementary classroom. Various learning
disabilities and techniques for handling them will also be covered.
Practical aspects of methods and materials for teaching remedial
reading will be stressed in the course.
TEACHING ELEMENTARY SCIENCE
Spike Paranya MWF 1:25-2:15
This course will offer experiences in two of the major elementary
science curriculums for elementary schools. These experiences will
stress using the materials yourself, learning how to use these materials
effectively, and learning how to implement them into the standard
classroom curriculum. A second focal point will deal with creativity
in the classroom, illustrated by selections from the instructor’s "bag
of tricks."
MATH METHODS WORKSHOP
Betsy Waterman* Wednesday 7-9:30 P.M.
Math Methods Workshop will expose students to alternative
approaches that can be used to teach the basic elementary math curriculum.
Students will learn to use cuissenaire rods, an abacus, number lines,
and several group and individual games. Students will study a wide
variety of worksheets, discovery lessons for geometry and graphing,
and challenge work cards. Each student will prepare and present two
math lessons, one for discovery and one for drill, of an elementary
math concept.
EXPLORING ELEMENTARY SCIENCE TECHNIQUES
Jerry Theiler/Klaus Schultz MWF 11:15-12.05
Sessions will concentrate on an active learning approach to under-
standing science and teaching science. Techniques and materials will be
explored in a series of active laboratories. There will be an
opportunity
to create and build equipment for use in classrooms as well as
using
free and inexpensive materials.
* Inservice Teacher
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UNDERSTANDING STANDARDIZED ACHIEVEMENT AND INTELLIGENCE TESTS’
A NON-STATISTICAL APPROACH
Jim Carmody
TTh 1-2:15 P.M.
®1Ven lnteHigence and standardized achievement tests anythought. Down on all sorts of testing? Wondering if it's possibleto use tests xn a constructive way? Here is your chance to gain someknowledge of how these tests are constructed and what the scores mean
without having to get into statistics. The course will consist ofboth lectures and laboratory periods during which copies of the tests
will be examined.
METHODS OF TEACHING READING SKILLS
Bob Pauker/Lois Bouchard 2:30-3:45 P M
The methods course in reading is devised to provide students with
a solid foundation. Because of the limited number of meetings, students
will be expected to perform specific tasks outside of class.
The course will cover basic reading skills, an understanding of
sound-letter correspondences, spelling patterns, and the use of drama,
poetry and prose in the school reading program.
VALUES IN THE CLASSROOM
Dick Wilgoren 2 sections TTh 1-2:15 P.M.
or TTh 2:30-3:45 P.M.
Values affect every aspect of our activity. Attention to clarify-
ing our values can help us become more positive and proud of our activities.
The focus of this experience will be the process of value clarification
in the classroom. It will be involving and activity centered as you
will be experiencing many clarifying techniques. These strategies
will be appropriate to diverse age groups and subject matters. Special
emphasis will be given to strategies useful in the classroom by members
of this course.
SPECIAL EDUCATION PRACTICUM
George Selig and Staff* By Arrangement
This experience will involve tutoring students in the Northampton
schools with special learning problems and attending a series of five group
training sessions. The training sessions will deal with such topics as
what is a learning disability, your role as a tutor, behavior modifica-
tion teaching, clinical teaching techniques, and materials and resources.
Students should expect to spend a minimum of 2 1/2 hours per week
tutoring. This time will be split over two days. Training sessions will
be included in the 2 1/2 hour commitment.
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the courses you would like to take in the MethodsPotpourri below in order of preference. Place the title of the courseyou would most like to take at the top (1), etc. If you have nopreference between two or three courses, place a brackett beside thesecourses indicating no preference.
If two courses you list meet at conflicting times connect thesetwo courses with a line to call our attention to the fact.
Be sure to list twice as many courses as you need! If you do notdo this you stand a good chance of getting fewer of the courses you
want!
NAME
Circle the Number of Courses Desired: None 123
1 .
2 .
3 .
4 .
5 .
6 .
7 .
8 .
9 .
10.
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METHODS POTPOURRI OFFERINGS FOR OCTOBER 24 - DECEMBER 13
Language Development in Early Childhood Education
David Day Wednesuay 9:30-11:30
Herter 225
An examination of the role of language development in early
childhood education. Attention will be given to language arts programs,dialect differences, and promoting language maturity in programs for
young children.
Practice and Theory of Independent Study
Horace Reed Thursday 1-3:30 P.M.
Tobin 304
Given that independent study places major responsibilities for
educational decisions in the learners control, there are numerous ways
that teachers, administrators and schools, can help implementation in
elementary and secondary situations. We will explore a number of
practical and theoretical issues
,
with each student selecting (making
one's own educational decisions) what and how to proceed. Some of the
many possible issues that can be explored are:
How can independent learning be encouraged by a teacher in
conventional schools?
How to assess learner interests, needs, purposes, as a basis for
independent study.
Is this approach applicable to all learners?
What are the distinctions between independent study and individualized
instruction?
How to be prepared in terms of resources for helping independent
s t udy ?
What are some examples of successful independent study programs
at the elementary, secondary and college levels?
How do students learn to become "ready" for independent learning?
What ways can schools be organized to promote this approach? etc.
Special Education - A Survey Course
Bob Gonzales Tuesday 1-3:30 P.M.
Tobin 304
This course will consist of a general survey of the following areas
of concern in Special Education: mental retardation, hearing impairment,
blindness, orthopedic handicaps, and the gifted. Classes will be
lecture/discussion and there will be one field trip, probably to the
Belchertown State Hospital. Readings will deal with the psychology of
the exceptional child.
Portia Elliott
Math Methods
211
Monday 8-9 A.M.
Tuesday 8-9:30 A.M.
Education 228
This course is designed to give students an introduction to the
structure and content of mathematics for the elementary school; toidentify philosophical and pedagogical similarities and differences
in elementary mathematics projects; and to study methods and materials
which have been used in elementary mathematics classrooms. In conjunc
tion with the mathematics portion of the course, some emphasis will
be placed on psychological theories behind various approaches to
teaching mathematics and to general problems confronting educators
today and of the future.
I
Teaching Individualized Reading
Pauline Sanders* Wednesday 7-9:30 P.M.
Tobin 304
Thoroughly convinced that reading is the most important area of
learning, I shall attempt to convey my interest in reading, share my
experiences as a classroom teacher and hopefully motivate students to
thoroughly "digest" materials and methods in the instruction of reading.
Our language with the use of the alphabet and its use in writing,
reading and speech will be discussed and examined for its values and
flaws in usage today.
Futuristic Teaching Methods
Jerry Glenn/Al Peakes Tuesday 7-9:30 P.M.
Machmer 407
Alvin Future Shock Toffler tells us we must put education in the
future tense. This course will involve students in the exploration
of the processes to futurize instruction. Students will use futuristic
teaching methods and create alternative uses of the methods for their
teaching interests.
The course is divided into three parts:
1. Introduction to the future - what are the characteristics of
desirable futures? What are the trends preventing desirable futures?
How can education be part of the solution strategy?
2. Methods to develop anticipatory awareness/future thinking - four step
process for future-orienting curriculum, future forecasting and
teaching methods.
3. Student conclusions and strategies - creating and presenting processes
and methods for future-oriented instruction.
Xeroxed articles will be used to spring-board small group discussions,
simulations and theatre games.
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Workshop in Elementary Music Skills
Carolyn Coverdale MWF L2: 20-1 *10
Machmer E-16
The foci of this methods course will be an investigation into
the process and content of music in the elementary school and how
music may be taught as a separate subject or integrated w.th other
subjects. This investigation will make use of varied musical
media such as the piano and other rhythm instruments, recordings,
and human expressions. Individuals will concentrate on forming
objectives for teaching music within a cognitive and affective domain.
Emphasis will be placed on acquiring some basic elementary skills for
teaching music.
Art Methods for Elementary Teachers
Nancy Mahan* Wednesday 4:30-7 P.M.
Engineering Lab 327
This course in teaching art is designed for elementary classroom
teachers. We will explore a variety of media and techniques appropriate
at this age level. Sessions will include demonstrations as well as
opportunities for students to work with various materials. The course
aims to acquaint the prospective classroom teacher with useful activities
which can be integrated with other class subjects.
Creating and Investigating Science and Math Materials
Marie Frank* Thursday 7-9:30 P.M.
Education 226
Among experiences shared during this course will be the following:
-Investigating a sampling of textbooks, materials, and curricula
available to the math and science teacher. This will include
group activities with prepared units and special manipulative items.
-Designing and constructing math and science aids and mini-units
from inexpensive or free materials.
—Exploring various ways to stimulate interest and facilitate
learning in children who lack direction or are limited in ability.
Science in the Elementary Classroom
Klaus Schultz/Spike Paranya Monday 7-9:30 P.M.
Education 226
This course will offer experience in using the major elementary
science curricula and in devising one's own science units using items
from the kitchen and hardware store. We will do a lot of work with
colors, prisms, lenses, filters, paints, etc. In addition, emphasis
will be placed on ways in which the classroom teacher can manage
science activities and materials.
Evaluation in the Elementary School
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Jim Carmody
Tues., Thurs. 11:15-12:30
Tues - Morrill IV 403
Thurs - SBA 204
This course is designed to provide future elementary teachers with
a repertoire of evaluation techniques they can employ in their class-
rooms. Attention will be given to informal evaluation methods, the
const ction of classroom tests, and the interpretation of standardized
readiness and achievement tests.
This course will not be statistical in nature and it will be
ASSUMED THAT STUDENTS WILL HAVE HAD NO PRIOR EXPERIENCE IN TESTING and
evaluation
.
Strength Training for Teachers
Frederick R. Preston Tuesday 7-9:30 P.M.
WoPE 153
The major aim of this course is to help the student assess his
personal style in mediating the stresses and strains of being in a
public school classroom.
The four major topics that are considered in strength training are:
1. What emotions a teacher is causing in his/her classroom.
2. How he/she is causing these emotions.
3. How a teacher can exercise non- threatening control of class-
room atmosphere.
4. How a teacher can develop and model specific environmental
and psychological goals for the classroom.
Values in the Classroom
Dick Wilgoren MW 11:15-12:30
Engineering Lab 327
Values affect every aspect of our activity. Attention to clarify-
ing our values can help us become more positive and proud of our activities.
The focus of this experience will be the process of value clarification
in the classroom. It will be involving and activity centered as you
will be experiencing many clarifying techniques. These strategies
will be appropriate to diverse age groups and subject matters.
Special emphasis will be given to strategies useful in the classroom
by members of this course.
* Public School Teacher
METHODS POTPOURRI OFFERINGS FOR JANUARY 31 - MARCH 21
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Paul Burnim
Future-Oriented Teaching Methods
MW 1 :00-2 : 15 P.M.
As a group, we will take an in-depth look at Futuriz.'ng present
curriculum and other innovative related developments in educational
curricula. We will be studying such various planning techniques as
the Delphi, Cross-impact Matrix, Futures Wheel, Trend Forecasting
and discuss the implications for application to the elementary school.
Students will write up curriculum units from ideas mentioned,
as well as critique Future-oriented teaching methods.
Activity-Oriented Social Studies
Michael Glickman* Tuesday 7-9:30 P.M.
This course will deal with making social studies at the elementary
level activity-oriented rather than textbook-oriented.
We will deal with the following areas: inter-disciplinary social
studies, simulation games, map and globe activities, multi-media
materials, and new social studies programs K-6
.
Introduction to the Learning Disabled Child
Bill Herdiech* Thursday 4-6 P.M.
This course will deal with the definition, identification, and
analysis of learning handicaps in the regular classroom and with
strategies for dealing with children who have these handicaps.
Various aspects of motor training, remediation techniques, and
behavior management will be stressed.
The Elementary School: A Principal’s Perspective
(Open To Those Who Have Not Done Student Teaching)
Charles LeMaitre* Monday 4-6:30 P.M.
This course will try to familiarize students with the day to day
routines a teacher must attend to in an elementary school. Topics
to be discussed include classroom planning, parent conferences,
classroom discipline, class organization, and grading. Discussions will
center around the relationship of skills in these areas to the improve-
ment of basic classroom teaching competence.
*Inservice Teacher
215
Exploring Elementary Science Techniques
Jerry Theiler M 1:15-2:45 P.M.
W i: 45-2: 45 P.M.
Sessions will concentrate on an active learning approach to under-
standing science and teaching science. Techniques and materials willbe explored in a series of active laboratories. There will be an
opportunity to create and build equipment for use in classrooms as
well as using free and inexpensive materials.
Art Methods for Elementary Teachers
Nancy Mahan* Wesnesday 4:30-7 P.M.
This course in teaching art is designed for elementary classroom
teachers. We will explore a variety of media and techniques appropriate
at this age level. Sessions will include demonstrations as well as
opportunities for students to work with various materials. The course
aims to acquaint the prospective classroom teacher will useful
activities which can be integrated with other class subjects.
Man: A Course of Study
Kathy McClain Wednesday 7-9 P.M.
Man: A Course of Study is a one year, upper elementary social
studies course designed to develop an appreciation for the humanness
of man. Three questions that define the focus of the program are:
"What is human about human beings?"
"How did they get that way?"
"How can they be made more so?"
We will take a look at the socail studies curriculum as it examines
man as an animal species, and compares man’s nature to the salmon,
herring gull, and baboon. Also, we will briefly study the Netsilik
Eskimos to see how man is a product of culture.
With the use of films, records, maps, photographs, games and
construction exercises we will have the opportunity to explore the
underlying themes of the course: language, technology, social organiza-
tion, learning, and man's beliefs, myths and symbols.
Teaching Elementary Science
Spike Paranya/Dave White TTh 2:30-3:45 P.M.
This course will offer experiences in two of the major elementary
science curriculum for elementary schools. These experiences will
stress using the materials yourself, learning how to use these materials
effectively, and learning how to implement them into the standard classroom
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A second focal point will deal with creativity In theillustrated by selections from the instructors' "bag of
Individualized Reading
Jack Fagan MWF 10:10-11:00 A.M.
This course will include:
1) a review of the basic elements of an instructional reading program
2) a look at currently available individualized programs
3) some ways of individualizing a basal reader program
4) an opportunity for each student to develop an individualized program
for the grade of his choice.
Special Education Practicum
(Preference Given to Students Who Have Not Taught)
George Selig and Staff* By Arrangement
This experience will involve tutoring students in the Northampton
schools with special learning problems and attending a series of five
group training sessions. The training sessions will deal with such
topics as what is a learning disability, your role as a tutor, behavior
modification teaching, clinical teaching techniques, and materials and
resources. Students should expect to spend a minimum of 2 1/2 hours
per week tutoring. This time will be split over two days. Training
sessions will be included in the 2 1/2 hour commitment.
This course will last all semester (both periods) and will earn
you 200 modules (2 credits). If you want to take this course, you can
add an extra 100 mods to your total in the Methods Potpourri. Further
information will be posted with the roster of students selected for
this course.
Methods in Open Education
George Frein WF 9:00-10:15 A.M.
In this course we will look for answers to these questions: What
is this "open education" that everybody is talking about? What are
its methods, structures, and teaching techniques? Why is learning more
important than teaching? How do you set up an open classroom? What does
an open classroom look like, sound like, feel like? What can I read
about open education? What about the following in open education:
Reading? Science? Art? Language Arts? Math? Social Studies?
Values? Skills? Religion? Grades and evaluation? Egypt? Feelings?
Kids? Freedom-authority? Group work? Individualized Instruction?
etc.... Where did open education come from? Where is it now? Where
is it going from here? Can everybody? Can I?
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Elementary Math Techniques
Earl Waterman*
Monday 7-9 P.M.
he content of this course will be a basic introduction to
elementary math. It will provide experience with the materials, thelanguage, and the approach of modern math. Content of the course willinclude the following: cuisenaire rods; the abacus and four operations-
geoboards and tangram geometry; bases 2, 5 and 8; games for review of
whole number skills like Krypto and Racko; and various enrichment gameslike Kahla
.
Methods Course in Reading
Bob Pauker MWF 11:15-12:05
This methods course in reading is designed to acquaint students
with fundamental approaches to teaching reading at the elementary
level and to familiarize them with several classroom techniques used
in teaching reading. The course will focus on three major areas of
fundamental approaches: basal readers; language experience; and
individualized reading. In order to gain a better understanding of
certain classroom techniques, students will be expected to make
presentations in small groups and, at times, to the entire class.
Such presentations are also designed to give the student teaching
experience
.
Photography in the Classroom
Mary Rue Tuesday 2:30-5 P.M.
The emphasis of this course will be on practical ways to introduce
elementary school children to taking pictures, developing and printing
them, in the classroom and in the darkroom. An underlying theme will
be integrating the process of seeing and organizing a picture with
other aspects of the curriculum. We will make a camera, develop and
print in a "classroom," print in a darkroom, use photography in various
model "lessons," and discuss and experiment with ways to use pictures
in affective and cognitive education.
Language Arts Methods
Tom Flanagan* Wed. 4:30 6:30 P.M.
Students involved in this course will gain specific knowledge of
language arts activities they can use in classrooms. We will
investigate some of the audiovisual materials currently available,
discuss what techniques are available for teaching language arts, and
what can be expected in teaching different grade levels. Students
will create materials that can be used in actual teaching situations.
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Batteries and Bulbs Unlimited
Klaus Schultz Tuesday 7-9:30 P.M.
In the context of Batteries and Bulbs, we will explore the
pedagogical benefits of using readily available and popular materials
whose solution requires the invention of concepts . What we will do is
real ly get into batteries and bulbs, give you enough time to explore
and understand more than the very simplest circuits, develop some
methods for facilitating similar understanding on the part of
children, and gain an understanding of the relationship of all this
to the development of cognitive thinking in children, in terms (for
example) of the ideas of Piaget.
Math Methods
Portia Elliott ME 8:40-9:55 A.M.
(Preference in this course will be given to those who want to take
both parts one and two.)
Part one is designed to give students an introduction to the
structure and content of mathematics for the elementary school: to
identify philosophical and pedagogical similarities and differences in
elementary mathematics projects; and to study methods and materials which
have been used in elementary mathematics classrooms. In conjunction with
the mathematics portion of the course, some emphasis will be placed on
the psychological theories behind various approaches to teaching
mathematics and to general problems confronting educators today and of
the future.
The second part of the Methods-Programming course will be devoted
to learning to program in APL and programming mathematics concepts on
the 3600 computer terminals.
The rationale for studying programming is based on the assumption
that many unclear mathematical concepts can be clarified if students
have to articulate their thoughts on the subjects by writing and re-
vising programs designed to "teach computers." The acts of writing and
revising programs forces the student to consider all possible misunder-
standing and ambiguities in a discourse.
Two weeks will be spent learning tools and techniques of programming,
i.e. programming language, what constitutes a program, etc.
The final weeks will be devoted to revising and writing programs
pertaining to concepts taught in elementary mathematics classrooms.
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METHODS POTPOURRI OFFERINGS FOR MARCH 19 - MAY 11
Art Methods for Elementary Teachers
Nancy Mahan* Wednesday 4:30-7 P.M.
This course in teaching art is designed for elementary classroom
teachers . We will explore a variety of media and techniques appropri-
ate at this age level. Sessions will include demonstrations as well
as opportunities for students to work with various materials. The
course aims to acquaint the prospective classroom teacher with useful
activities which can be integrated with other class subjects.
Computer Programming for Elementary Teachers
Portia Elliott MW 8:40-9:55 A.M.
The rationale for studying programming is based on the assumption
that many unclear mathematical concepts can be clarified if students
have to articulate their thoughts on the subjects by writing and
revising programs designed to "teach computers." The acts of writing
and revising programs forces the student to consider all possible
misunderstanding and ambiguities in a discourse.
Two weeks will be spent learning tools and techniques of program-
ming, i.e. programming language, what constitutes a program, etc.
The final weeks will be devoted to revising and writing programs
pertaining to concepts taught in elementary mathematics classrooms.
Math Methods
Portia Elliott MW 1:00-2:15 P.M.
This course is designed to give students an introduction to the
structure and content of mathematics for the elementary school; to
identify philosophical and pedagogical similarities and differences
in elementary mathematics projects; and to study methods and materials
which have been used in elementary mathematics classrooms. In conjunc-
tion with the mathematics portion of the course, some emphasis will
be placed on psychological theories behind various approaches to
teaching mathematics and to general problems confronting educators
today and of the future.
*Public School Teacher
Understanding Standardized Achievement and Intelligence Tests:
A Non-Statistical Approach
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Jim Carmody TTh 2:30-3:45 P.M.
Ever given intelligence and standardized achievement tests any
thought? Down on all sorts of testing? Wondering if it’s possible to
use tests in a constructive way? Here is your chance to gain some
knowledge of how these tests are constructed and what the scores
mean - without having to get into statistics. The course will consist
of both lectures and laboratory periods during which copies of the
tests will be examined.
Helping Children with Expressive Writing
Lois Bouchard MW 1:00-2:15 P.M.
In this course you will develop ways of helping children with
writing, in the belief that writing is as important a part of a child's
education as reading and should be encouraged simultaneously.
At each session, we shall divide our time between discussion and
actual creative writing, trying out many of the techniques for eliciting
writing which we will use with young students. Examples of such
techniques are writing lies, the saddest story we know, something dis-
gusting, myths, dreams, wishes, interviews and self-interviews, and
collecting graffiti.
We shall discuss such topics as the following: Why help children
with expressive writing? Is there a difference between creative and
expressive writing? Should we not correct grammar and spelling unless
asked? What about foreign-language dialects and regional dialects?
Will there be problems in not censoring children's writing? Is
writing for the teacher, for other students, for one's self? General
approaches to helping children write: direct observation, memory
reporting, fantasy. How to organize a notebook of writing ideas and
teaching diaries.
Creating and Investigating Science and Math Materials
Marie Frank* Thursday 7-9:30 P.M.
Among experiences shared during this course will be the following:
-Investigating a sampling of textbooks, materials, and curricula
available to the math and science teacher. This will include
group activities with prepared units and special manipulative
items
.
-Designing and constructing math and science aids and mini-units
from inexpensive or free materials.
—Exploring various ways to stimulate interest and facilitate
learning in children who lack direction or are limited in ability.
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"Primitive" World Music for Classroom Teachers
Jesse McNeil Tuesday 7-9 P.M.
This course is offered to provide a functional background knowledge,
experience and practice in using music in the classroom without having
to develop competence on musical instruments that require a number of
years of study. We will concentrate on simple imaginative and creative
qualities rather than complex performance proficiency. The following
concepts will be explored: sound/music, imagination, fantasy,
creativity
,
folk culture, and the discipline of practice. The members
of the class will be expected to exhibit through conversation, dis-
cussion, and demonstration that he or she can plan and carry out a
program of instruction in primitive music.
Science Experiments You Can Eat
Klaus Schultz Tuesday 7-9:30 P.M.
The aim of this course is to develop and try out some methods of
teaching science in the context of cooking, using only a hot plate
and pots and pans for equipment. There will be five labs of cooking
followed by discussions of the science involved and of the methods
appropriate to communicating that science to children of various ages.
In addition, students will do several other such experiments independently,
with children, siblings, or roommates as the guinea pigs.
Language Arts in an Open Classroom
Peggy George TTh 9-10:15 A.M.
An activity-oriented course dealing with the practical, "how-
to-do-it" aspects of all areas of language arts (reading, writing,
speaking and listening) by relating practical experiences to various
readings on the subject. A selected bibliography will be provided.
The course will provide an opportunity to either develop and/or
extend skills and activities appropriate for teaching language arts
in an open classroom. Because of the "doing" nature of the class,
regular, active participation will be a requirement, in addition to
the preparation of a language arts project to be individually
negotiated and shared with the rest of the class in some way.
Science Smorgasbord for Little Kid's Teachers
Carl Hoagland TTh 10:30-11:45 A.M.
Ten one and a quarter hour sessions will acquaint each student
with materials used in teaching science in the elementary school. In
addition to the handling of science materials, various approaches will
be used and will provide a focus for discussions. Topics to be
covered
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include: science from tin cans, selecting a science program,
batteries and bulbs (electricity), animals in the classroom, defuzzingfuzzy approaches to science, and evaluating a science program.
Future-Oriented Teaching Methods
Paul Burnim M p<M _
As a group
,
we will take an in-depth look at futurizing present
curriculum and other innovative related developments in educational
curricula. We will be studying such various planning techniques as
the Delphi, Cross-impact Matrix, Futures Wheel, Trend Forecasting and
discuss the implications for application to the elementary school.
Students will write up curriculum units from ideas mentioned,
as well as critique Future-oriented teaching methods.
Behavior Modification in the Classroom
Anne Best* Tuesday 4-6 P.M.
This course will involve a discussion of the principles of behavior
modification with particular emphasis on their application in the
classroom. Examples of different classroom techniques to apply to
either behavior or academic problems on either an individual or
group basis will be studied.
Planning Curriculum through an Integrated Approach
Glenn Hawkes MW 3:35-4:50 P.M.
After assessing the needs and interests of the students in
relation to what they would like to learn within the course, we will
explore ideas and methods of the Integrated Day and "integrated
education." The course will attempt to blend the concerns of the
instructor with those of the students. One area of major concern
will be the development of curriculum ideas and methods related to
the Integrated Day approach to teaching.
The Self, Society and World Cultures
Lee Clark Wednesday 7-9 P.M.
This course will focus on the individual in a_ s ocial context ,
examining such issues as social change, the function of the family,
the individual in groups, and the nature of cultural values and
assumptions. Examples will be drawn from various cultures, both as a
means of making comparisons and as a way of developing a new perspec-
tive on our own culture. Various media — films, slides, role-plays,
simulations and readings — will be used to examine these issues and
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to illustrate a variety of materials and methods useful in
social studies on the elementary school level.
teaching
Methods of Teaching in the Kindergarten
Pat Fuller* Wednesday 4-6 P.M.
A kindergarten teacher gives the ins and outs of teaching fiveyear olds in a public school: The class will be conducted informally
with a great deal of time spent discussing the objectives, methods,
and problems of a kindergarten class.
Emphasis will be on actual selection, procedure, and evaluation
of lessons; i.e., planning a lesson for the first day of kindergarten.
Daily schedules and resource materials will be shared. Methods of
pupil evaluation and interaction with parents will be discussed.
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Would you please evaluate the course (s) you have taken during the
first period of the Potpourri methods. List what you have liked and
found useful about each course, and what you feel can be improved or
have not liked in each course.
We welcome any other remarks pertaining to the Potpourri and its
courses
.
METHODS POTPOURRI (E-AO) EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
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1. Check the program to which you belong:
1 Individualized 7
2 Media for the Deaf 8
3 Explorations 9
A M.A.T. 10
5 TASP 11
6 Off Campus 12
Urban Ed.
International Ed.
Special Student
Human Development
Graduate Student
Other
2. Please list below in the spaces on the left each of the courses you
took in the Methods Potpourri (Use the abbreviations on the attached
sheet in listing the courses.)
In the three columns to the right of the course names evaluate each
course you took in terms of the following:
1. Your interest and enjoyment in the course
2. The amount of learning you experienced
in the course
3. The practical value of the course
Use the following scale to record your responses to these items.
1 = High
2 = Medium High
3 = Medium
A = Medium Low
5 = Low
Course Name Interest Learning Practical Value
1
2
3
A
5 .
6
3.
In which general areas do you feel there should have been a
greater
selection of offerings?
A.H areas were covered to my satisfaction
- 2- 226
Subject- matter Reading /Language Arts Math
Social Studies Science
Arts (Music, Art, Drama)
Teaching Techniques
Curriculum Development
_Classroom Management Skills
Human Relations
A. Place an x. beside the reasons listed below that influenced you in choos-
ing the courses you signed up for regardless of whether you were act-
ually assigned these course. Place an xx beside the reason that most
influenced you.
1 The subject seemed essential for my background as a teacher.
2 The meeting time was convenient.
3 The course description or title interested me in taking
the course.
A A friend influenced me in making my choices.
5 I heard or felt the instructor would be very good.
6 It required very little time enabling me to do more
important things.
7 Other reasons:
5. On the whole, how have the Potpourri courses compared to other methods
courses you have taken in the School of Education this semester or last
year?
Better About the same Worse
Have not taken any other methods courses.
6 . Right now, do you feel the methods courses you have taken in the Potpourri
have given you useful preparation for student teachng or your first year
of teaching?
Yes Somewhat No
7.
8 .
9 .
Have you done your student teaching?
Yes No
If you answered yes to the last question when do you feel
methods courses
are of most value?
1 Before you teach 2 _While you teach 3 After you teach
Please make any other comments you feel necessary
about the Methods
Potpourri (E-AO) on the reverse side of this sheet.
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COURSE I iTLES AND ABBREVIATIONS FOR QUESTION //3
USE THE ABBREVIATION IN THE LEFT HAND COLUMN IN PLACE OF THE COMPLETE TITLE
Soc Stud Teaching Elementary Social Studies - Woodruff
Rem Read Remedial Reading - Kozera
Math Wat Elementary Math Methods - Waterman
Class Man Classroom Management and Motivation - Blanchard
Skills Lab Human Relations and Skills in Communication Lab - Goshko/Mastr iano
Alt Ind Alternative Designs for Individualizing Instruction - Peters
Child Lit Teaching Children's Literature - Crosby
Val Clar Value Clarification and the Content Areas - Cussen
Art Art and It's Use in the Integrated Day - Wilson
Sci Par Teaching Elementary Science - Paranya
Spec Ed Special Education in the Elementary School - Selig
Fut Tense Education in the Future Tense - Miltz
Sci Wksp Elementary Science Workshop - Konicek
Math Pet Elementary Math Methods - Peterson
Hum Ed Structuring the Humanistic Education Experience - Spyker
Interdis An Interdisciplinary Approach to Curriculum Design - Guild/Burke
Hum Rel Human Relations Lab - Carew/Parisi
Smorgas Science Methods Smorgasbord - Kauffman/Clarke
Fut Meth Futuristic Teaching Methods - Glenn/Peakes
Math Sci Creating and Investigating Science and Math Materials - Frank
Lang Open Language Arts and the Open Classroom - Mai
Reading Reading in the Primary Grades - Kotler
Music Music Practicum for the Primary Grades - Alexander
Cur Dev Curriculum Development - Burns
Racism Racism Awareness - Edler/Goodman
Deaf Teaching Deaf Children - Nourse
Playing Playing and Being - Mazor/Capy
Ind Read Teaching Individualized Reading - Sanders
Exp Sci Exploring Elementary Science Techniques - Theiler
Prin Per The Elementary School, A Principal's Perspective - Lemaitre
total number nr quest i qna i pp<;- 13*
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QUEST I
n
N u n t t
totai. v u m 0 r r in Each oe t h f s p programs
program m o,
1 mi
2 8
3 0
4 3
5 3
6 8
7 4
8 3
9 2
10 1U 3
12 2
QUESTION, no. 7
COURSE MO. interest L P A R N I N G PRACTICAL VAlUE AVE
SOO STUD 62 1 .60 1.94 1 .74 1.76
REM PEAq m 2.29 1 .76 1,71 1.92
MATH WAT 49 2. no 1.7 3 1.57 1.77
CLASSMAnj m 3.33 2.8 3 2,92 3 »
n
3
SK ILLLAR 9 1.67 2.67 2,11 2.15
ALT INC 23 1 .87 2 . on 1,87 1,91
childlit 24 2.50 2.96 2.68
VAL CLAR 20 1.80 1.68 1.75 1,73
ART 44 1 .80 1.91 1,64 1 .78
SCI PAR 26 1
.
*6 1 . 65 1.27 1 .46
SPEC ED m 1 .33 2.00 1.72 1.69
euttfnsf 15 2.87 3.87 3,33 3.36
SCI WKSp V 1 .88 1,76 1,65 1,76
MATH PFt 16 2.00 2.13 1,81 1 ,98
hum fd 2 ? 3,0 9 3.45 3,23 3.26
I N T fc R D T S 10 1 .40 1.50 1,30 1.40
hum rel 7 2.00 2.29 2,57 2.29
SMORGAS 30 1.^7 1.60 1 ,40 1,52
PUT METh 13 2.31 3.08 2,92 2,77
math sci m 1 . 35 1.41 1,41 1 . 39
LANG ORN 23 2.57 2,52 2,22 2 .43
reading 22 2,18 2.23 2,18 2.20
MUSIC 16 ?,25 2.19 1,81 2 .08
CUR DEV 2 0 2,^5 2.65 2,10 2 .43
RACISM 16 2.00 2.81 2,38 2 ,40
DEAF 15 1.47 1.87 1,73 1 . 69
playing 19 1.74 2,26 2,00 2 , no
IND READ 26 1 .85 1.92 1,50 1.76
F X P SCI 13 1.46 1.85 1,38 1.56
PR I N PER 2 4 1 . 38 1.42 1,33 1 .38
totl ave 6 4 5 1.95 2.12 1,89 1,08
FACULTY U3 2.02 2,28 2.12 2 , 1
4
gradstud 293 1 , 94 2.18 1,90 2 , n 1
teachers 23 ° 1 .92 1.96 1.77 1,88
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QUEST I 0 isj NO, 4
PEASON
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
NO, x-S
45
7a
7Q
3
37
6
o
QUESTION no. A
NO
,
XX-S
6^
2?
33
n
2
l
QUESTION NO. 5
NO. RATING 1 =
NO. RATING 2 =
NO. RATING 3 =
NO. RATING 4 =
useful ppe p apation
YES = 56
S0MEWHAt= 74
MO = 8
35
12
3
88
question NO, 7
MO. students TAUGmTs 23
no. have not = ii5
QUESTION no, a
VALUF 1 r
VALUE 2 z
VALUE 3 z
VALUF IP z
VALUF 23 z
VALUF 13 z
VALUF 123 z
2
7
7
0
3
2
2
NUMBER wlT w CommF N TS= 4?
NUMbFR E A Rl Y = 77
MUMBFR LAT p = 61
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courses Tor^tu ^ *Valua1tf 1?n 1 haVe comP^ on the Methods Potpourri
h7 f rq fa“ Semf ter ‘ Written comments by students were received fori st two periods only. The information below is a result of an evaluationquestionnaire students answered at the end of the fall semester. If you wouldike further information about this process, please contact me at 545-1556 orRoom 111 at the School of Education.
1. Students ranked each
in the course, the amoun
the course.
course on a scale of 1 - 5 (1 = high) for their interest
t of learning from the course, and the practical value of
// of replies for your course
INTEREST
RATING FOR YOUR COURSE
RATING FOR ALL COURSES 1.94
HIGHEST RATING 1. 33
LOWEST RATING 3.33
LEARNING
2. 12
1.41
3. 87
PRACTICAL
VALUE AVERAGE
1. 89 1.98
1.27 1. 38
3. 33 3. 36
2. The replies to the following two questions may also be of interest to you.
On the whole, how have the Potpourri courses compared to other methods
courses you have taken in the School of Education this semester or last year?
37 Better 13 About the same 3 Worse
85 Have not taken any other methods courses.
Right now, do you feel the methods courses you have taken in the Potpourri
have given you useful preparation for student teaching or your first year of
teaching?
56 Yes 74 Somewhat 8 No
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METHODS POTPOURRI (E-40) EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
1.
Check the program to which you belong:
1 Individualized
2
Media for the Deaf
3
Explorations
4
M.A.T.
5
TASP
6
Off Campus
2.
Please list below in the spaces oi
in the Methods Potpourri (Use the
sheet in listing the courses.)
7 Urban Ed.
8
International Ed.
9
Special Student
10
Human Development
11
Graduate Student
12
Other
the left each of the courses you took
numbers and abbreviations on the attached
In the three columns to the right of the course names evaluate each course
you took in terms of the following:
1. Your interest and enjoyment in the course
2. The amount of learning you experienced in the course
3. The practical value of the course
Use the following scale to record your responses to these items.
1 = High
2 = Medium High
3 = Medium
4 = Medium Low
5 = Low
Course Number & Abbreviation In teres t Learning Practical Value
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Whan vou think about the Potpourri courses you have taken, what characterized
,
es
l
OU
h
ha
!
a
,
f0und mt,st interesting and valuable? Listed below aretatements whic might describe some of these characteristics.
Please place an X beside those statements vou feel be t describe characteristicsof the courses vou liked. Write the abbreviation of each , ourse title to whichstatement applies in the space below the statement. Ple.se note that voumay have liked two courses for very different reasons and would, thereforecheck what seem to be opposite statements on the list below.
-The instructor organized and initiated course activities.
-The method used to present the course was mainlv lecture.
-The method used to present the course included a lot of student participation.
_The students were able to structure manv course activities on their own.
-It would have been worthwhile to take the course for longer than 5 weeks.
_1he course was exactly right for the period of time it covered.
instructor maintained a low level of structure in the course.
_The instructor maintained a high level of structure in the course.
_The instructor was competent in his/her knowledge of the subject matter.
_The conditions the class met under increased the instructor’s effectiveness.
_The instructor related personally to the class.
_The course was geared for students who had not taught.
_The course was geared for students who had alreadv taught.
The course encouraged confidence within you to teach.
The instructor remained personally apart from the students.
The course stressed useable subject matter and methods.
The instructor was not overly enthusiastic.
The course gave useful information not presented in other education courses.
The course was worthwhile but had little value as a teaching methods course.
The instructor was dynamic and exciting.
The indiviudal class periods were the right length.
Other favorable characteristics:
233
4.
!^
e“ the Procedure vou used in the Last question but this time check off
Mease' l
at te"ded t0 make vo, ‘ dIsllke * course or coursesease note that manv statements are repeated from the previous questionbut are also applicable to this question.
1 The :
2 The r
3 The r
4 Hie £
5 The :
6 The :
7 The <
8 The :
9 The :
10 The i
11 The
12 The i
13 The i
14 The i
15 The
16 The
17 The
18 The
19 The
20 The
21 Othe
b instructor organized and initiated course activities.
11
instructor remained personally apart from the students.
12
course was geared for students who had not taught.
13
course was geared for students who had alreadv taught.
14
course included little that could be used in the classroom.
worthwhile but had little value as a teaching methods course.
instructor was not overly enthusiastic.
course gave little feeling of confiden.ee to teach.
20
instructor was dynamic and exciting.
r unfavorable characteristics:
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5. I found that the coarse descriptions Riven out at the sign up meetings were:
1 reasonably accurate in describing what courses were about
2 often inaccurate in describing what courses were about
3 sometimes accurate, sometimes inaccurate
6. Check if either of these statements apnlv to you:
3 3 was Placed in at least one Methods Potpourri course I really didn't
want to take and did not find it a worthwhile course.
3
—
3 was Placed in at least one Methods Potpourri course I didn't want
to take but it turned out to be a worthwhile course.
7. On the whole, how have the Potpourri courses compared to other methods courses
you have taken in the School of Education this year or last year?
Better About the Same Worse
_Have not taken anv other methods courses
8.
Right now, do you feel the methods courses you have taken in the Potpourri
have given you useful preparation for student teaching or your first year
of teaching?
Yes Somewhat No
9.
Have you done your student teaching?
1 Yes 2 No
10.
If you answered yes to the last question, when do you feel methods courses
are of most value?
1 Before you teach 2 While you teach 3 After you teach
11. Please make any other comments you feel necessary about the Methods Potpourri
(E-40) below. Use the other side of this sheet if necessary.
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COURSE TITLES, NUMBERS, AND ABBREVIATIONS FOR QUESTION # 2
FIRST PERIOD: JANUARY 31 - MARCH 3
I
1 Art
|
Art and Its Use in the Integrated Dav - Wilson
2 Sci Par Teaching Elementary Science - Paranya
3 Mus i c P r Music Practicum for Primary Teachers - Alexander
4 Child Lit Teaching Values through Children’s Literature and Social Science -
5 Fut Stud
McCrossen
Future Studies Teaching Methods - Hoagland
6 Math Sci Creating and Investigating Science and Math Materials - Frank
7 Val Fuhr Values in the Classroom - Fuhrman
8 Lang Open Language Arts in an Open Classroom - Mai
9 Games Social * Games — Thayer
10 Math Fid Math Methods - Field
11 Hum Rel Human Relations - Phillips
12 Lang Arts Language Arts in the Classroom - Newman
13 Inter I Interdisciplinary Methods: Social Studies - Woodruff
SECOND PERIOD: MARCH 6 - APRIL 14 '
14 Soc Stud Teaching Elementary Social Studies - Woodruff
15 Math Wat Elementary Math Methods - Waterman
16 Art Art and Its Use in the Integrated Dav - Wilson
17 Turkeys Turkeys - Padgett/Paranya
18 Lang Wksp Workshop in the Language Arts - Proper
19 Exp Sci Exploring Elementary Science Techniques - Konicek/Theiler
20 Alt Learn Recognizing and Accepting Alternative Learning Styles - Burke/Ahlum
21 Int Curr Integrating the Elementary Curriculum - Dede
22 Value Mul Value Clarification in the Classroom - Mulcahev
23 Testing A Non-Statistical Overview of Educational Testing Methods - Carmodv
24 De a f Methods of Teaching Deaf Children - Largent
25 Seminar Seminar on Women, Metaphor, and Drama - Wolff
26 Disable Dealing with the Learning Disable Child - Herdiech
27 Inter II Interdisciplinary Methods: Global Survival - Guild
third period APRIL 18 - MAY 12
28 Soc Stud
29 Ind Read
30 Sci C/P
31 Re la Lab
32 Art Mor
33 Prin Per
34 Playing
35 Mus Skil
36 Man
37 Math Wlcsp
38 Writ Read
39 Value Cur
40 Awareness
41 Inter III
Teaching Elementary Social Studies - Woodruff
Teaching Individualized Reading - Saunders
Teaching Elementary Science - Clark/Paranya
Human Relations Lab - Schleiderer/Gelinis
Art Methods for Elementary Teachers - Moroney
The Elementary School: A Principal’s Perspective - LeMait
Aesthetics: Playing and ieing - Mazor/Krakauer/Buber
Workshop in Elementary Music Skills - Coverdale
Man: A Course of Study - McClain
th Methods Workshop — Waterman
The Writing Road to Reading - Owens
Values in the Classroom - Curwin
Toward Self-Awareness - S|ote
Interdisciplinary Curriculum Methods - Huggins
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TOTAL Number or QuEstionaipe^ i 6 7
QUESTION is|0 ( ^
TOTAL NUMBER in Each OE THFsr programs
program no,
1 13 o
2 7
3 0
4 2
5 2
6
7 0
8 6
9 4
10 7
U 5
12 4
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out- S T I NO,
COURSE M 0
,
ART 24
SCI par 32
MUSIC dr 13
CHILPLIT 23
FUT STUd 14
MATH SC I 24
val Ruhr 18
l A NGOPFn 14
GAMES 23
MATH FLD 26
HUM REL 14
L ANGARTs 22
INTER I 13
SOC STUD 26
MATH W A T 23
ART 24
turkeys 8
LANGWKSp 23
EXP SCI 31
altlfarn 14
INT CURR 24
VALUEMUL 26
testing 14
HEAP 25
SEMINAR 2
OI SABLE 23
inter u 1 ?
SOC STUD 15
TND READ 27
SCI C/P 26
RELA l 4 B 13
ART MOR 23
PRIN PFr 27
plating 1 «
MUS SKIL 20
MAN 22
MATHWKSp 11
writread 21
valufcur 20
AWARFNSs 9
INTERI I
I
9
TOTL AVE 79 Q
FACULTY 124
GRADSTUD 4«2
TEACHERS ?32
Interest
1.96
1
.
»i
2. no
2.65
1.57
1.79
1.22
2.07
1.74
2.65
1.^7
1
.
05
2.31
1.80
2.48
2.33
2.00
2
.
A 7
1.74
2.64
3.17
2.69
2.79
1
,
92
2.00
1.52
2.75
1.73
1
.
37
1.50
2.38
1.65
1 .33
2.22
1 .70
1 .09
1.45
3.14
1 .50
1 . 89
2.44
1
.
98
1
.
98
2.03
1 .88
L c A Rf\j I m r?
2.13
1.56
2.23
2.61
2,00
1 . 79
1.50
1 .71
2.09
2 .69
2.07
1.14
2.08
2.12
2.26
2.33
3.00
2.74
1,77
2,86
3,04
3.08
2.43
2.00
2.00
1 . 74
3.08
1.87
1.52
1.54
2,69
1.87
1.52
2.56
1.80
1.64
1.73
2,90
1.85
2.11
2.44
2,11
2.01
2,20
1.99
practical
1
.
83
1 , 34
1 , 85
2,39
1 ,86
1.50
1.50
1,71
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appendix e Follow-up Evaluation
- Spring 1972
May 1972
Dear
.-,
In or§;*nizing the Methods Potpourri this year, we reliedheavily on the comments of last spring’s student teachers to
g ve us an idea of the usefulness of the methods courses inpreparing them for their teaching experience. These comments
were important in helping us set up the present Methods Pot-pourri courses, which now offer smaller classes, a greater
variety of subjects, less theory, etc.
Now we need to have your help on whether or not the coursesyou took in the Methods Potpourri this past fall helped vou inyour student teaching. We are also interested in your ideas
about how we can further improve these courses for next vear's
s tudents
.
Your comments and answers to the enclosed questionnaire
are very important. Please take a few minutes to carefully an-
swer the questions and return this questionnaire to me bv Mav 15.
A prompt return will save me considerable time in following up
the questionnaires we do not get back.
You do not have to put your name on the questionnaire or
on the enclosed envelope unless you wish to.
Thank you,
245
methods potpourri follow up questionnaire
did
6
no? help" to prepare""^ for voir
*e
d
Methods Potpourri courses did
of the areas we are especially interested IT vou^
Adjustment to the school, environment
Familiarity with subject curricula
Awareness of how students behave
Ability to get along with teachers, students, principal, parents, etc.
Knowledge of what was being taught
Satisfaction with the teaching experience you had
wasn
' t^good ,^also^sav
--thing was good, say so; if it
V cne back of this sheet if you need more room.)
2. Once you became involved in actual classroom activities, which Methods
Potpourri course best prepared you for your experience?
Which course least prepared you for your experience?
246
3. The following question is a repeat of the one you answered in December.
Because student teaching can be a sobering experience in manv wavs, I wouldlike you to re-evaluate the courses you took in view of your present teaching
experience.
Listed below in the snaces on the left are each of the courses you tookm the fall Methods Potpourri. (Full course titles are listed on the back
sheet
.
)
In the three columns to the right of the course names evaluate each
course you took in terms of the following:
1. Your interest and enjoyment in the course
2. The amount of learning you experienced in the course
3. The practical value of the course
Use the following scale to record vour responses to these items.
1 = High
2 = Medium High
3 = Medium
4 = Medium Low
5 = Low
Course Name Interest Learning Practical Value
1
2
3
4
5
6
4. When do you feel it would be most valuable to take methods courses?
1 Before you teach While you teach
After you te
APPENDIX F Evaluation Forms 5 Data - Fall 1972 247
Would you please evaluate the course or courses you have taken
during the last six weeks. List what you have liked and found useful
about each course, and what you feel can be improved or have not liked
in each course. Let us know if you feel the course should or should
not be repeated.
We welcome any other remarks pertaining to the Methods Potpourri
and its courses.
METHODS POTPOURRI EVALUATION FORM
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1.
Check the program to which you belong:
1 Media for the Deaf 8 Reading Specialists
2 Explorations 9 Amhers ; Elementary
3 Off Campus 10 Future Studies
4 Urban Ed. 11 TEPAM (Mark's Meadow)
5 International Ed. 12 In-State Off Campus
6 Human Development 13 SHP (Foundations)
7 Other
Please list below in the spaces on the left, each of the courses you took
in the Methods Potpourri (Use the numbers and abbreviations on the next
page in listing the courses.)
In the three columns to the right of the course names evaluate each course
you took in terms of the following:
1. Your interest and enjoyment in the course
2. The amount of learning you experienced in the course
3. The practical value of the course
Use the following scale to record your responses to these items.
1 = High
2 = Medium High
3 = Medium
4 = Medium Low
5 = Low
Course Number & Abbreviation Interest Learning Practical Value
COURSE TITLES, NUMBERS
,
AND ABBREVIATIONS FOR QUESTION // 2
249
FIRST PERIOD: SEPTEMBER 11 - OCTOBER 20
1 Fut Burn Future-Oriented Teaching Methods - Burnim
2 Math El Math Methods - Elliott
3 Dev Soc Developing Social Studies Curriculum and Methods - Hawkes
A Lang Arts Language Arts in the Classroom - Newman
5 Rem Read Remedial Reading - Kozera
6 Sci Par Teaching Elementary Science - Paranya
7 Math Wat Math Methods Workshop - Waterman
8 Tests Understanding Standardized Achievement and Intelligence Tests:
A Non-Statistical Approach - Carmodv
9 Reading Methods of Teaching Reading Skills - Paulker/Bouchard
10 Values Values in the Classroom — Wilgoren
11 Spec Prac Special Education Practicum - Moser
12 Exp Sci Exploring Elementary Science Techniques - Theiler/Schultz
SECOND PERIOD: OCTOBER 2A - DECEMBER 13
13 Lang Dev Language Development in Early Childhood Education - Day
1A Ind Stud Practice and Theory of Independent Study - Reed
15 Eval Evaluation in the Elementary School - Carmody
16 Strength Strength Training for Teachers - Preston
17 Values Values in the Classroom - Wilgoren
18 Math El Math Methods - Elliott
19 Ind Read Teaching Individualized Reading - Sanders
20 Music Workshop in Elementary Music Skills - Coverdale
21 Art Art Methods for Elementary Teacher - Mahan
22 Math/Sci Creating and Investigating Science and Math Materials - Frank
23 Fut Meth Futuristic Teaching Methods - Peakes
2 A Sci S/P Science in the Elementary Classroom - Schultz/Paranya
25 Spec Ed Special Education - A Survey Course - Gonzales
2503.
I found that the course descriptions given out at the sign up meetings were
1 reasonably accurate in describing what the courses were about.
^ often inaccurate in describing what courses were about.
3 sometimes accurate, sometimes inaccurate.
4. On the whole, how have the Methods Potpourri courses you have taken this
semester compared with those you took last year?
1 Better 2 About the same : 3 Worse
4 Have not taken the Methods Potpourri before.
5. Have you done or are you now doing your student teaching?
1 Yes 2 No
6. If you answered yes to the last question, when do you feel methods courses are
of most value?
1 Before you teach 2 While you teach
3 After you teach
7. On each of the following pages list one of the courses you took and check off
the statements that characterize that course. After doing this, if you have
additional comments of any type write them in the space provided below.
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I. In the group below please check off those statements you feelgood about this course or helped its effectiveness.
describe what was
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
1 11
12
13
14
15
i
16
17
!
18
! 19
|
20
21
i 22
The instructor organized and initiated course activities.
-
There was a lot of interaction between students and instructor.
.
The method used to present the course was mainly lecture.
-
The method used to present the course included a lot of s-udent participation.The instructor s teaching style was a valuable experience to be exposed to.The students were able to structure many course activities on their own
-
It would have been worthwhile to have taken the course for longer than six weeks.
-
T
^
e instructor made an effort to identify student needs and implement them within
the course.
The course was about right for the period of time it covered.
The instructor made an effort to know students in the course.
The instructor was competent in knowledge of the subject matter.
The course stressed an approach to teaching not found in other education courses.
The instructor related personally to the class.
The course stressed usable subject matter and methods.
The instructor presented the course in a clear and understandable manner.
The course was worthwhile but had little value as a teaching methods course.
The instructor was enthusiastic and exciting.
There was more instructor-student interaction than in most UMass courses.
The individual class periods were the right length.
The class size favored interaction between students and instructor.
There was a minimum of ambiguity in the course.
Other favorable characteristics:
II. Repeat the above procedure but this time check off the statements that describe
what was weak about this course or hurt its effectiveness.
1 The instructor did not seem to be competent in knowledge of the subject area.
2 There was little interaction between the students and instructor.
3 The instructor's teaching style did not serve as an example of an effective
teaching style.
4 The method used to present the course was mainly lecture.
5 The method used to present the course included too much student participation.
6 The individual classes were too long.
7 The individual classes were too short.
8 The instructor did not make clear what the course was about.
9 The instructor had his own agenda with little attention to students needs.
,
10 The instructor organized and initiated all course activities.
;
11 The course was drawn out to fill up the six weeks time.
i 12 The instructor remained personally apart from the students.
13 There were too many students in the class.
14 There were too few students in the class.
15 The course included little that could be used in the classroom.
16 There was too much interaction between students and instructor.
, 17 The instructor did not make much effort to know the students in the class.
J
18 The course was quite ambiguous.
19 The instructor was not overly enthusiastic.
I
20 The class size did not favor interaction between instructor and students.
' 21 The students structured too many course activities on their own.
; 22 The course was worthwhile but had little value as a teaching methods course.
! 23 Other unfavorable characteristics:
TOTAL NUMBER O r 3UESTI DNAHeSs 134 252
Question no, *
total number in each o r th = se *rdgrams
program no.
1 6
2 2
3 26
4 2
5 1
6 10
7 10
6 5
9 32
10 10
11 14
12 6
13 6
QUESTION NO, 2
COURSE NO, INTEREST LEARNING PRACTICAL VALUE ave
put burn 21 2.57 2 .62 2.67 2,62
math el 19 1 . 26 1.21 1.21 1,23
dev SQC 20 2.75 3.00 3.15 2,97
langarts 21 1.38 1.62 1.48 1.49
REM READ 21 1.76 2.19 1.96 1,94
SCI PAR 24 1.38 1.42 1.25 1.35
math WAT 16 1 . 94 1.81 1.69 1.81
tests 13 2,33 2.15 2.31 2,28
READING 19 2.32 2 .69 2.47 2,49
values 10 2.10 2.20 2,30 2.2 0
SPECPRAC 12 1.25 1.92 1.92 1,69
exp sci 19 1.63 2.00 2.11 1.91
LANG DEV 19 1.42 1.59 1.53 1.51
ind stud 14 2.00 2.29 1.71 2,00
EvAl 6 2.6 7 2.00 1.93 2.17
STRENGTH 19 1.63 1.69 1.58 1,63
values 12 2.33 2.17 2.50 2,33
math el 17 1.76 2.05 1.53 1.78
ind read 25 2.20 2.60 2.28 2.36
MUS I C 16 2.06 1.94 2.13 2,04
ART 25 1.40 1 .60 1.56 1,52
math/sci 24 1.54 1.59 1.50 1 ,54
put meth 6 2.00 1.50 2.33 1,94
SCI S/3 17 1.71 1.76 1.35 1,61
SPEC ED 17 1.47 2.12 1.76 1,78
tqtl ave 432 1.83 1.99 1.89 1.90
p aculty 161 1.94 1.99 1.90 1,07
GRADST JD 149 1.93 2.03 2.06 2,00
teachers 123 1.71 1 .96 1.80 1,82
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Question no, 3
NUMBER ACCURATE: 104
number inaccurate: e
number sometimes EITHER:
Question no, 4
nqtrating 1 is 12
nqtrating 2 is 12
NQ7RATING 3 IS 0
NOTRATING 4 IS 108
Quest i on NO, 5
no; stud ENTS TAUGHT: 64
NO; have not z 68
Question iNO, 6
value 1 = 18
value 2 = 17
value 3 = 16
value 12 z 6
value 23 z 4
value 13 z 2
value 123 r 1
number WITH COMMENTS:
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There are three parts to the evaluati on:
1 . Students ranked each course on a scale of 1-5 (1= high) for their interestm the course, the amount of learning from the course, and the practical
value of the course.
//
RATING
of replies for your
FOR YOUR COURSE
course
INTEREST LEARNING
PRACTICAL
VALUE AVERAGE
RATING FOR ALL COURSES 1. 83 1.99 1. 89 1.90
HIGHEST1 RATING 1.25 1.21 1.21 1.23
LOWEST RATING 2. 75 3.00 3.15 2.97
. Students checked off a series of statements describing the course and instruc-
tor. These statements (with your replies) and the results (by number of replies
to each item and by percentage of students replying to each item) are en-
closed. On the top line No. =, s number of students replying, TTL =, s total
remarks checked for that course, AVE =, s the average number of remarks
checked for the course, and the numbers 1-22 pertain to the statement numbers.
3. The student's written remarks are enclosed for those who have not already
seen these. For those who have already seen these remarks and would like
to see them again in light of the enclosed data, stop by the office and pick
them up from me.
In conclusion, let me thank you again for teaching in the fall Methods
Potpourri. Overall, the evaluation indicates it was the best edition of
the Potpourri so far, a very positive statement ip view of the overall improve-
ment in the undergraduate education program during the past year.
APPENDIX G
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Evaluation Data of Students with Teaching Experience
Versus Students without Teaching Experience
question NO,
course NO.
soc stud 7
REM READ 2
MATH a A
t
7
classman 2
SKILLlAB 1
alt i .md 2
CHIlDlIT 3
val ClAR 6
ART 8
SCI PAR 4
SPEC ED 7
FUTTENSE 2
SCI WKSP 4
MATH pet 2
HjM ED 3
INTERDIS 4
HJM REL 0
smorgas 7
FUT METH 1
math SCI 2
LANG Q°N 4
reading 4
MUSIC 1
Cur DEV 3
RACISM 3
deaf 2
playing 3
ind read 5
exp sci 1
PRIN PER 4
TOTL ave 104
F ACULTY 15
gradstud 47
teachers 42
interest LEARNING PRACTICAL value AVE
2.00 1.71 2.00 1.90
1.50 1.00 1 .50 1.33
2.14 2.00 1.57 1.90
4.50 4.00 4.00 4.17
1.00 2.00 2.00 1,67
2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
2.67 3.00 2.67 2,76
1 . 50 1.67 1.50 1,56
1.38 1 .63 1.50 1.50
1.75 2.00 1.75 1,83
1.29 1.71 1.86 1,62
1.50 4.50 4.50 3.50
1.75 1.50 1.75 1,67
4.00 3.00 3.00 3,33
2.33 3.00 2.33 2,56
1.00 1.25 1.25 1.17
0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00
1.29 1.57 1.43 1 ,43
2.00 2.00 2.00 2,00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00
2.00 2.25 1.50 1.92
3.00 3.00 3.00 3,00
1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00
2.00 2 .00 1.33 1,78
2.33 2.33 2,00 2,22
1.00 1.50 1.50 1.33
1.67 1.67 1.67 1,67
1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00
2.00 2.00 2.00 2,00
1.00 1.50 1.50 1,33
1.77 1.92 1.82 1,84
2.20 2.33 2,53 2,36
1.77 1.91 1.70 1.79
1.62 1.79 1.69 1,70
Students with Teaching Experience Fall 1971
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1 0 2
.
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n 7
.
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7 P 2.77 n 1 3 2,71
ALT IN' 2 1 1
.
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.
3 0 1.90
PHIL M. T T 21 9.48 2 . 9 *7 2 .'"/ 7 . A 7
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.
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.
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-* U T T - N Ip i ?,
.
i n 3.77 7
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QUESTION no, 2
COURSE NO, INTEREST
put burn 16 2.75
math el 12 1.42
DEV Soc 13 2.62
LAnGARTS 12 1.42
REM READ 1 1.00
SCI PAR 10 1.50
math hat 8 1.75
tests 10 2.30
reading 13 2.46
values 8 2.00
SPECPRAC 6 1.17
exp sci 11 1.64
lang dev 15 1.40
ind stud 7 2.43
eval 3 1.67
strength 7 1.29
values 8 2.13
mat h el 9 2.00
ind Read 15 2.27
MUSIC 11 2.09
ART 11 1 . 64
MATH/SCI 8 1.38
put meth 4 2,25
SCI S/p 11 1.64
SPEC ED 11 1.55
TOTL AVE 240 1.90
FACULTY 98 1,93
GRADSTUD 93 2.05
TEACHERS 49 1.73
N I N3 PRACTICAL VALUE ave
2.94 2.88 2,85
1.33 1.33 1.36
2.9 ? 3.08 2.87
1.42 1,42 1.42
2.00 1.00 1,33
1.30 1,50 1,43
1.75 1,38 1,63
2.00 2.10 2,13
2.85 2.46 2,59
2.00 2.00 2,00
1.83 1,67 1,56
1.64 1,82 1.70
1,53 1,60 1.51
2,57 1.86 2,29
1 .67 2,00 1,78
1.29 1.14 1,24
2.33 2,63 2.38
2.22 1.44 1,89
2.47 2.00 2,24
2.00 2.00 2,03
1.91 2,00 1,85
1 ,50 1,38 1,42
1.75 2.00 2,00
1.73 1,27 1,55
2.00 1.45 1,67
2.01 1,89 1,93
1 .94 1.74 1,84
2.11 2,12 2.09
1.98 1.73 1,02
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Dear
During the 19 71-72 school year you took some or all of your methods
courses in the Methods Potpourri. Would you please take a few minutes
to fill out the enclosed questionnaire and give us an idea of how useful
the courses you took in the Potpourri were to you during your internship
this past Fall.
In the last two years I have tried hard to shape the Methods
Potpourri according to student comments and evaluation. Although I
haven't been able to solve every problem that has come up in the
course, the comments of you and others have brought measureable
improvement to the Methods Potpourri between the Fall of 1971 and
the present semester. Your comments on this questionnaire will
hopefully help us to continue this improvement.
Thanks very much,
Spike Parany
a
methods potpourri follow up questionnaire
your
h
student
W
teaching
M
internship?°
Urrl
you lor
_Very helpful Somewhat helpful Not vt ry helpful
th7ShoL° P«pourrl
C
coi?"erS!n
S
D
S y°“ have taken
' hc“ helpful were
internship? Preparing you for your student teaching
They were the most helpful coursea
They were more helpful than most courses
They were average among the courses taken
They were less helpful than most courses
They were the least helpful courses
Of the individual courses you took in the Methods Potpourri, was thereone which really helped you once you began teaching? "if s0 what wasit and why was it particularly helpful?
Was there a course you felt had no value to you as a methods course?it so, what was it and why was it of no help to you?
If you are currently taking more methods courses, do you feel you
are getting more from them now than you did before you taught?
More Same Less
Do you have any other comments about the Methods Potpourri now that
you have completed your internship?
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
^ </' f&UarJ&oK-M
' c/n*ve*ti(y (f. /&uac/uie/&
' //nJhrS/ 0/002
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April 25, 19 73
Dear
You are now nearing the end of your teaching internship and are
an excellent position to reflect back on some of the courses you tookto help prepare you for teaching. I am interested in obtaining yourthoughts at this point on the Methods Potpourri courses you took.With your current classroom experience you should be able to pinpointthe strengths and weaknesses of these courses as they pertain to
you. This information will, in turn, help us improve the courses in
the future.
in
At the moment I am in the process of turning the operation of
the Methods Potpourri over to Jack Fagan for next year. Therefore,
please be as honest and frank as possible in your comments, so that
Jack will have a better idea of what needs to be improved and what
should remain the same in the Methods Potpourri for next year.
The number of interns this spring who have taken courses in
the Methods Potpourri is not very large. Your reply is, therefore,
of great importance. An envelope is enclosed for return of the
evaluation questionnaire. Thanks, and have a good summer.
Sincerely,
Spike Parany
a
methods potpourri follow UP questionnaire
How helpful were the Methods Potp
your student teaching internship?
ourri courses in preparing you for
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Very helpful Somewhat helpful
Se
P
M
r
eL T p ther Educatlon you have taken, how
internship?
P °tP °Urrl C°urses ln P-paring you for your
Not very helpful
h 'dpful were
student teaching
They were the most helpful courses
They were more helpful than most courses
They were average among the courses taken
They were less helpful than most courses
They were the least helpful courses
Of the individual courses you took in the Methods Potpourri, was thereone which really helped you once you began teaching? If so, what wasit and why was it particularly helpful?
Was there a course you felt had no value to your teaching as a methods
course. If so, what was it and why was it of no help to you?
/
Which of the statements below do you feel best describes what the
function of the Methods Potpourri course should be?
They should provide as much of a working understanding of the
subject matter and curricula of an elementary school as is possible.
They should prepare you to handle more effectively the many aspects
of a teacher’s duties including curricula, interpersonal relations,
teaching technique, and the nitty-gritty.
They should demonstrate effective techniques that may be used in
classrooms in a variety of subject areas under a variety of conditions.
Do you have any other comments about the Methods Potpourri now that
you are completing your internship? (Use back side)
.
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APPENDIX I Written Evaluation Comment S for Condition 8
A Sample of Written Evaluation Comments
The following are written evaluation connnents on a course given in
the fall of 1972. This course was given twice before, each time
receiving a high rating on question 2 of the evaluation questionnaire.
This time it received a low rating, although some felt it was still an
excellent course. A cross-section of student comments, showing how
divided opinion on a course can be, are reproduced below.
iisten
S
i
St
tu
maltlly
c°
f hav1" 8 my rear-end get awfully sore while
no methods~F~
e ° ry aft6r theory on Wednesday night for 2 1/2 h:irs
I
Again,
...good additional information for the remedial
during the first 6 weeks.
reading course I took
r TK i
17
^°
t
1
a
.
lot from thls course - even though we only met 3 times.LIhe teacher] is an extremely dynamic and interesting person. It was
retreshing^to see how much she enjoyed teaching. I found her class
on how to teach individualized reading very helpful - She answeredquestions of the nature "but what if...", "or how would you adapt tothis situation...?" (Many times these are overlooked - I recommend this
course again)
was totally bored - 1. as far as values she felt were important to havebefore and while teaching, I'd heard them before 2. She lectured and
moralized for the whole time - reading passages from books etc I
didn t feel she gave me enough, if any concrete information - she didn't
seem to have enough to talk about as far as giving actual information,
yet dragged each class out. Not enough doing!
She is a very enthusiastic teacher and brings much practical knowledge
into the classroom. She has given me ideas which I will use in my own
classroom. She has touched upon different types of programs to be insti-
tuted in the classroom, the practical implications of each, the problems
which might be encountered and possible methods to overcome these
problems. I enjoyed the course and encourage it to be offered again.
She is a marvelous woman. I enjoyed her course and especially the
specific examples she gives from her own personnal experiences.
The teacher gave out some very good information in the form of books
and magazines that can be helpful. However, her style of teaching
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second grade carried over into the class man h ithrough. She spent too much time sing ?, t0 Sltwas probably mostly liberal In the firs? pla“ ? l!?, ?v f! "Mchbarely scratched the surface In learning how tea* leld^ng!
"
sI!H 5'i:;;LF'““ - * - s •*£.•:ri-rrexperience . She also gave us sources we could use.
8°° d C0Urse * Her Program was a nice comparison to theone I student taught. Not a lot of information was new to me butit served to refresh what I knew. Next semester 1*11 be doing
served
n
2^ TV^8 the ind * readin * as aa “Pe*. This courseas good reference source material. She's great!
This course I found to be quite interesting mainly because the
reading
t0r 15 qUit6 dynam±C in showing her interest in individualized
I was bored to tears in this course! I brought a notebook to every
class, and have zero notes. I think the instructor has been teaching
nd grade too long to teach an evening class of college students. I'm
sure she s a very nice person and a dedicated teacher, but 2 1/2 hours
of sitting there while she's like up on a stage performing, is just
too much. I m sorry to be critical, but that is really the way I feel.
This was largely a lecture course so some may not like it but [the
teacher] does have a lot to say & she's extremely dynamic and vibrant.
She was very confident in her ideas & expressed herself well; Good
point of view that was transferrabie to classroom ideas
Found the course to be helpful - I previously had had no knowledge of
the Indiv. Reading program and how it works. Now I feel I know a
little more about how to approach the subject - and I feel it was
good, for a change, to have an elementary school teacher's first-hand
knowledge & experience to learn from.
Guideline questions for interviews with Methods Potpourri instructors.
you received in
?
teaching ° f the administrative support
Check the response to the' below areas thar
H S PotP°urri this past year,
area. Please explain your response if vn
approxlmatea Your feeling in each
the area can be improved. This will heln"
part lc,jlarly 11 You feel that
our efforts for improvement for next year/
8 determlnin 8 where to concentrate
1. Was it helpful to have me assign students to your class?
Yes
Comment
:
Somewhat No Not applicable
2. Was it helpful to have me limit your class size to a maximum of 25?
Somewhat
_
No
_
Not applicable
3. Was it helpful fo me to take care
mission of grades to me?
of the grading beyond your initial sub-
Yes
Comment
:
Somewhat No Not applicable
4. Was it helpful to have me take
Yes Somewhat
Comment
care of room
No
assignments for your class?
Not applicable
5. Were you satisfied with the room assignments you encountered?
Yes Somewhat No Not applicable
Comment
6. Were you satisfied with the length of
Yes Somewhat
Comment
your class and the time at which it met
No Not applicable
7. Was it helpful to order xeroxing and/or materials through me?
Yes Somewhat No Not applicable
Comment
:
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8. Was the material
Yes
Comment
:
support adequate?
Somewhat No Not applicable
9. Do you feel there were areas in wh-i„u
students hindered your efforts to teach?
COnununication
< or lack of it)
Yes
Comment
:
Somewhat No Not applicable
you feel I could have been in better communication with you?
Yes
Comment
:
Somewhat No Not applicable
11. Was the evaluation provided you after teaching your course helpful?
Comment:
—Somewhat
__
No
_
Not applicable
with
12. Do you have any other comments?
APPENDIX K
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Written Evaluation Comments t'or Condition 8
The following are excerpts from the written evaluation comments
by students on the course given during the spring 1973 semester. The
majority of these comments form strong backing for Condition 8 of the
Methods Potpourri conditions, as well as applying to several other
of the teacher controlled conditions.
I found kindergarten methods class to be very interesting & useful.
The main reason the class was so interesting was because she has a
great personality & is always ’bubbly* which conveys her effectiveness
of teaching. She was open to any & all questions & suggestions and
offered her unending help to each & every student now & in the future.
I found this course to be very worthwhile. [The teacher] is a dynamic
person & she made the class what it was. I thought it was a good idea
to have the class at Cold Springs even though at times it was an
inconvenience. She helped us rearrange furniture, plan the first day
& brought up a lot of points which it would be easy for a person to
overlook.
I definitely feel that this course should be repeated next semester.
I hope perhaps that it could be offered for a longer period of time
because of the instructor and what she had to offer. [She] was very
enthusiastic and tried her best to find out what the interests of the
students were so she could center the course around their needs. It
was also beneficial that the course was offered in her classroom. We
could then examine the materials and see exactly how the room was set
up.
I found this course to be very interesting and most of all very help-
ful. [She] was a very enthusiastic teacher and this made the course
even more enjoyable. From the course I have learned many helpful and
useful ideas.
This was a great course. [She] made the course. She really cares
about her students and wants to know what we want to get out of the course.
She gave me a lot of very valuable information that I'm sure I'll be
able to use if I get a job. Her enthusiasm and attitude towards us, her
kindergarten class and teaching in general was very inspiring.
This course was well taught and enjoyable. The class meetings were
held at Cold Springs Elementary School and this was practical in that
the student could relate to the content of the course by being in the
environment. [She] was interested in student needs and was willing to
base the course upon these needs. This course should definitely be
taught again and it is an asset to the methods program.
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i-isr:;,™ *rssa—
==“rF“”r -s
books “cXV 0,^” 1? Vfrlety ° £ materlals - Sanies, resources,, etc. that could be used; the class was given the opportunity touse these materiais, evaluate them, 4 to even see the materials beingused by the children themselves as we were all invited to observem IherJ classroom.
The class was relatively boring & the instructor had the students do
some of the work it should have been up to her to do. However, sheknew what she was talking about. Another Kindergarten course shouldbe available to those who intend to teach at that level.
The course has definitely helped me, for I never had any experience
with kindergarten children or knew what to expect of them. [She] is a
tremendous person - very enthusiastic and one who loves children!
She's an excellent person to be teaching the course yet my only
suggestion is that she should have had more organization in the course.
She's been helpful in providing us with objectives for the young
children, and many activities and games to be used with them. The
course should be repeated, but just a little more organization by
her is needed.
I found this a very interesting course with some very worthwhile ideas
to use in a classroom in all areas (art, music, science, etc). Teacher
was enthusiastic, very helpful, in general excellent. I enjoyed holding
class once or twice in the kindergarten class in Belchertown, however
as a rule it was in a way inconvenient to get to Belchertown weekly.
My kindergarten course was great. We got all sorts of practical infor-
mation about curriculum setting-up and kids' behavior. The teacher
seemed really enthusiastic and wanted to teach us as much as she could.
The classes were held at her school in Belchertown, which made it even
more fun.
/»'
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Methods Program Modification Suggestions Spring 1971
ati-
an“ClpatlI,K that ™ September, 1971, several altern-®:„' C “nation programs -.'111 be available £, r entering rd!-ation majors. However, these programs will not be able to accomoSate
re
anterill
f students, nor will they necessarily provide or those cur-ntly ip. mid-stream. The TPRC, therefore, ob'ioated to provide
ficati
atlVeS IOr theSe SLudenl:s
’
mosc o£ «hom are interested in certi-r on programs.
For the time being, the Foundations area seems to be adequately~d glVe
^
alternative list of courses which, accordingto SHP
,
will meet both certification and university requirements. Itis primarily in the "methods" area that TPPC must provide additional
options in September. As I see it, it is the responsibility of the
It rC tor
1. decide which, if any, course currently offered will meet
"methods" requirements
2. develop and staff courses and/or modules to take care of
the anticipated enrollment. I recommend that we develop
only modules (i.e. not courses) of 15 hours duration,
some basically in curriculum development, some in psychol-
ogy, some in subject areas
I
Here are some examples of modules which would satisfy requirements:
1. Nuffield math approach
2. Using math manipulables
3. Developing approaches to problem-solving
4. Teaching Science with realia
5. Teaching ecology in the classrooms
6. Human Geography
7. Newspapers as texts
8. Using source materials
9. Teaching about the past
10. Mythology as a teaching tool
11. Talking about race with children
12. Talking about sex with children
13. Teaching about other cultures
14. Approaches to teaching reading
15. Art in the classroom
16. Music in the classroom
17. Movement education
18. Games and simulations as learning tools
19. Using community resources
20. Improvisional theater techniques
21. Developing programs based upon students' interests
22. Teacher-made tests
23. Developing teaching and learning objectives
24. The teacher-learner relationship
25. Analysis of commercial educational materials
26. Interpreting statistical and test data
27. Classroom research
28. Media and learning
29. Developing curriculum around transdisciplinary concept
30. Conducting class discussions
31. The "Integrated Day" approach
32. Classroom discipline
33. Varieties of teaching styles
34. Life in the classroom
35. Parent conferences
36. Interpersonal relationships in the classroom
37. A behavioral bag of tricks
38. An experiential bag of tricks
39. Dealing with the unexpected
40. Teaching the unknown
This list, of course, could be infinitely extended.
cc: TPPC members
MG/ef
3/4/71
Sugges ti°ns for Methods P ros ran Modification - Elementary 275
More emphasis on use of methods
Need two reading methods courses
More science methods should be offered
Course designed to deal with discipline
Need methods in art, music, games
Need more preparation in social studies, languages, reading, etc.
Need ideas for bulletin boards, art, etc.
Need more practical courses
vethods emphasis on practicalities, especially in math
'•'ore practical methods, especially in reading and social studies
Quickie methods in art or music
Discipline and motivation should net be ignored
Need methods in use of various approaches to teaching reading and language arts
as well as summary of them
Need unit method help in social studies
Need greater emphasis on unit development in science
Need relevancy in education courses
More practical methods courses, especially in language arts and social studies
Course in children's emotional problems
Course in learning disabilities
Need more practical reading and social studies methods
Course in curriculum was most applicable
Relevance needed in education courses
Math, reading and social studies need restructuring in objectives
More work on writing objectives, lesson plans
Opportunity to look over elementary text books before practice teaching
More reading about current ideas on education
Some study of subjects taught on elementary level
More emphasis on how to teach in methods courses
Course on effect of socio-economic levels of town on educational system
Information on setting up a good parent conference
More practical math and social studies methods
Something dealing with parent conferences
Preparation in dealing with the staff
Methods courses greatly amplified and structured to fit classroom
The course in AV was helpful
Methods geared to low elementary grades for those interested in K-6
Need courses on art, music, etc.
Need sources of material
Abolish methods, institute second interning experience
More practical methods courses
Course required in discipline-handling of problems
Course in brainstorming where students get together before practice teaching and
take a subject area and think up all the ideas they can and make lists
Need a course in AV
Evaluation of specific areas rather than overall
Methods should be geared to levels of interest
More doing, less theory in methods
More time in methods spent on use of many alternative materials and
texts
Time on diagnosing learning difficulties and alternative ways of grouping
More time devoted to ways to write lesson plans, formulate objectives
Methods should give more practical experience with subject area
Science methods was good
Reading methods needs some additions

